DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20230-100  0 


°I'FICS  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 


October  3,  1985 


TO:  ALL  INTERESTED  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES,  PUBLIC  GROUPS,  AND 

INDIVIDUALS 

Attached  is  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  As  an 
Lrea  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training.  The  document  is  provided  in 
compliance  with  the  regulations  of  the  President's  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality. 

The  final  EIS  addresses  the  proposed  action  of  designating  an 
additional  portion  of  existing  military  airspace  to  accommodate 
supersonic  flight.  There  will  be  a  30  day  waiting  period  before 
a  final  decision  on  the  proposed  action.  A  decision  on  the 
proposed  action  will  be  made  after  November  11,  1985. 

Persons  or  agencies  wishing  additional  information  may  contact: 

Public  Affairs  Office 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  UT  84056 


Sincerely, 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(Installations,  Environment  and  Safety) 
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(a)  Responsible  Agency:  U.S.  Air  Force 

(b)  Proposed  Action:  Designate  an  additional  portion  of  existing 

military  airspace  to  accommodate  supersonic  flight.  The  airspace  is 
adj.icr--  to  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  "Southern  Supersonic  Fligt 

A;  * soar.'c*  »nd  is  located  over  portions  of  Western  Tooele  County  in  Otar. .  a."  • 
E1*.  Count;  in  Nevada. 

'  c )  Contact :  Larry  Summers,  Major  USA? 

Public  Affairs  Office 
OO-ALC/PA 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah  84056 
x  (801)  777-5201 

\ 

id)  Designation :  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 

(e)  Abstract :  The  Air  Force  needs  additional  area  to  conduct  supersonic 
flight  training  for  aircraft  associated  with  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah.  The 
preferred  alternative  to  meet  this  requirement  is  to  designate  an  area  of 
exist inq  military  airspace  which  is  adjacent  to  the  area  currently  used  for 
supersonic  flight  for  this  purpose.  The  resulting  supersonic  area,  a 
combination  of  the  existinq  plus  the  proposed  areas,  would  accommodate  up  to 
about  768  supersonic  sorties  per  month.  The  existinq  area  now  accommodates 
a  maximum  of  about  614  such  sorties  per  month.  Thus,  the  preferred 
alternative  could  result  in  an  increase  of  about  150  supersonic  sorties  in 
an  area  about  double  the  size  of  the  area  currently  accommodating  the  612 
sorties.  The  new  land  area  beneath  the  airspace  is  predominately  BLM  land, 
but  do°s  have  an  estimated  50  residents.  If  all  768  supersonic  sorties  were 
flown  into  this  new  area  (a  worst  case  which  will  not  occur),  it  is 
estimated  that  any  one  spot  on  the  ground  would  be  subjected  to  one  or  more 
sonic  booms  per  day  only  35  percent  of  the  time,  and  two  or  more  sonic  booms 
per  day  only  seven  percent  of  the  time.  As  a  result  of  public  comments  on 
the  draft  EIS,  the  Air  Force  substantially  reduced  the  number  of  proposed 
additional  sorties  from  about  400  to  150  per  month,  the  number  of  people 
potentially  affected  from  350  to  50,  and  the  land  area  from  2478  to  1360 
square  miles.  The  environmental  impacts  are  summarized  on  the  following 
paq*S.  (  ,, ... ^  - 

!f)  Date  made  available  to  Public:  3  October  1985. 
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SUMMARY 


1 ,  Purpose  and  Need: 

The  Air  Force  has  identifier!  a  need  to  accommodate  additional  supersonic 
operations  within  200  Nautical  Miles  ( NM )  of  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah.  The 
need  results  from  improvements  in  Air  Force  fighter  plane  performance  and 
changing  mission/training  requirements.  The  "Southern  Supersonic  Flight 
Airspace",  part  of  the  existing  overall  supersonic  airspace  in  the  Utah  Test 
and  Training  Range  ( UTTR ) ,  is  not  large  enough  to  accommodate  the  existing 
missions  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  and  the  training,  exercises,  and  tests 
scheduled  for  the  UTTR,  The  F-16  aircraft  assigned  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base 
can  routinely  exceed  the  speed  of  sound  during  air-to-air  combat  training. 

The  authority  to  exceed  the  speed  of  sound  is  required  to  remove  artificial 
restrictions  on  training.  The  pilot  needs  to  train  as  he  will  fight  in 
combat . 

Th*  3BH  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  (TFW)  and  the  419  TFW' s  full  complement  of  F-16 
aircraft  require  1,024  air-to-air  sorties  per  month  to  maintain  aircrew 
prrficiency.  For  optimum  traininq  capabilities  these  flights  should  be  flown 
in  airspace  approved  for  supersonic  flight;  however,  a  capacity  for  about 
76b  such  supersonic  flights  is  adequate.  The  "Southern  Supersonic  Flight 
Airspace"  (Figure  2.0),  will  handle  a  maximum  of  634  of  these  air-to-air 
sorties  per  month  when  fully  available.  This  capability  should  not  change 
in  the  future  and  testinq  and  training  activities  that  occasionally  override 
the  airspace's  ability  to  support  these  air-to-air  sorties  should  also 
continue  in  the  future.  The  proposed  action  described  below,  if  implemented, 
will  inauie  the  capacity  to  accommodate  up  to  76»  supersonic  sorties  per 
month. 

2.  Description  of  Proposed  Action: 

The  Air  Force  proposes  to  designate  an  additional  portion  of  existing 
military  airspace  adjacent  to  the  "Southern  Supersonic  Flight  Airspace"  to 
accommodate  supersonic  flight.  The  "Southern  Supersonic  Flight  Airspace* 
combined  with  the  additional  area  will  allow  the  Air  Force  to  improve  the 
quality  of  the  training  currently  received.  The  additional  supersonic 
airspace  would  not  be  over  DOD  land.  The  combined  area  may  accommodate  up 
to  768  supersonic  sorties  per  month.  The  additional  portion  of  the  existing 
military  airspace  is  presently  charted  as  Gandy  Range  Extension  Military 
Operations  Area/Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned  Airspace  (MOA/ATCAA ) ,  thus  no 
additional  airspace  designated  for  military  use  is  required.  The  remaining 
air-to-air  sorties  will  he  flown  in  the  northern  restricted  airspace  (R-6404 
in  Figure  2.0)  at  subsonic  speeds. 

This  proposal  is  a  reduction  of  the  proposed  area  described  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  proposed  action  in  the  draft  EIS 
encompassed  the  entire  Candy  MOA  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace.  The 
current  proposal  is  to  operate  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  Gandy  MOA  and 
adjacent  restricted  airspace.  This  is  within  the  bounds  of  the  analysis  in 
the  draft  EIS.  Because  of  public  comments  on  the  proposed  action  in  the 
draft  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  now  proposing  the  smaller  area  (northern  portion 

i  i 


only  of  Candy  MOA  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace!  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  Thin  change  substantially  reduces  the  number  of  proposed 
additional  sorties  from  about  40Q  to  150  per  month,  the  numher  of  people 
potentially  affected  from  350  to  50  and  the  land  over  from  2475  to  1360 
square  miles.  The  768  supersonic  sorties  pet  month  will  not  meet  all  of  the 
Air  Force  needs,  however,  the  number  has  been  reduced  from  the  optimum  to 
fit  into  a  much  smaller  area.  This  was  done  in  response  to  public  concerns 
and  to  minimize  potential  impacts. 

The  supersonic  flying  which  is  proposed  will  range  from  5,000  feet  aoove 
ground  level  (AGI.l  to  58,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL).  Each 
supersonic  sortie  {one  airplane,  one  flightl  will  average  two  to  tnree  short 
p.uiods  of  supersonic  fliqht  which  creates  a  sonic  boom.  Pining  a  worst  case 
with  the  maximum  number  of  sorties  being  scheduled  into  the  airspace, 
approximately  82  sonic  booms  will  be  produced  pet  day. 

However,  only  30  fiercent  of  the  booms  are  expected  to  reach  the  ground. 

Undei  such  worst  case  conditions  it  is  estimated  that  any  one  spot  on  the 
ground  may  be  subjected  to  one  or  more  sonic  noons  per  day  only  35  percent 
of  tie  time;  two  or  more  sonic  booms  per  day  would  be  expected  only  seven 
percent  of  the  time. 

Ml  the  airspace  in  the  UTTR  and  the  military  use  of  the  Gandy  MOA  is 
sctvntilcd  by  the  6501  Ranqe  Squadron  and  controlled  by  the  299  Ranqe  Control 
Kg.  iriron.  The  UTTR  managers  provide  coordination  and  assistance  to 
le<  timate  nonmiUtary  users  of  restricted  airspace  within  the  UTTR, 

3.  Affected  Environment: 

The  existing  Candy  MOA  and  restricted  airspace  east  of  Gandy  MOA  overlays  a 
sparsely  populated,  high  altitude  range  which  has  numerous  ridqelines 
running  approximately  north  to  south.  There  are  no  large  bodies  of  water 
under  the  airspace  covered  in  the  proposed  action.  Vegetation  is  typical  of 
the  mount  a  in- we st  with  desert  shrubs,  qreasewood  and  scattered  grasses 
sometimes  suitable  for  qrazinq.  Some  of  the  higher  slopes  in  the  Goshute 
and  beep  creeK  ranqes  host  Pygmy  forests  (juniper  and  pinyon  pines)  and  even 
subalpine  veqetation  (pine,  spruces,  and  quaking  aspens)  in  the  summit  areas. 
Sheep  and  cattle  are  the  predominant  domestic  animals,  with  horses  in  some 
.-reas.  The  area  is  populated  with  a  wide  variety  of  wildlife;  mammals, 
rep1- ilea,  raptors  (including  golden  eagles  and  bald  eagles)  and  other  avians. 
Of  the  threatened  and  endangered  species,  only  the  bald  eagle  frequents  the 
area  of  the  oroposed  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

hand  uses  include  ranching/grazinq  and  isolated  small  scale  mining. 

Recreation  in  the  area  encompasses  a  variety  of  outdoor  activities.  Tourism 
is  limited  to  neat  the  one  main  route  through  the  area  ( hote 1 /cas ino 
development  at  Wendover  has  expanded  since  the  original  notices  of  intent  on 
this  K1S;  however,  this  is  outside  of  the  proposed  airspace.) 

4 .  Environmental  Consequences: 

The  preferred  alternative  meets  operational  requirements  better  than  the 
other  alternatives,  with  one  exception.  The  original  proposal  from  the 


Draft  EIS,  which  also  encompasses  a  large  area  south  of  the  current, 
oroposal  ,  remains  operationally  superior  to  the  proposed  action.  The 
proposed  action's  environmental  consequences  are  found  to  he  generally 
acceptable  ror  residential  living  and  the  preferred  alternative  avoids  large 
population  centers.  The  primary  environmental  concern  associated  with  the 
proposed  action  is  the  effect  of  the  sonic  booms.  The  potential  of 
long-term  health  effects  from  loud  noise  associated  with  supersonic  activity 
is  a  debatable  issue.  Some  researchers  believe  there  in  a  link  between 
noise  and  ill-health;  however,  this  is  contrary  to  the  consensus  of  the 
scientific  community  at  this  time. 

Air  quality  will  be  slightly  affected  hy  the  operation  of  aircraft  at 
supersonic  speeds  in  the  proposed  airspace.  Military  and  civilian  aircraft 
now  operate  in  the  airspace  of  the  proposed  action.  At  the  higher  engine 
power  settinqs  required  to  achieve  and  maintain  supersonic  flight.-  the  rate 
at  which  engine  air  pollutants  enter  the  atmosphere  will  also  increase. 

Based  on  the  high  altitude  at  which  supersonic  flight  operations  are 
conducted,  the  largo  operating  area  involved,  and  the  quantity  of  air 
pollutants  added  by  non-point  sources,  military  flying  operations  are 
considered  to  have  a  relatively  insignificant  impact  upon  the  air  quality. 

Fish  and  wildlife  exist  in  the  area  but  are  not  expected  to  be  adverse)- 
effected  by  any  chanqe  in  air  quality  resulting  from  this  action. 
Archeological  sites  and  historical  sites  exist  in  the  area  of  the  proposal, 
hut  again  the  proposed  action  is  not  expected  to  have  a  deleterous  effect. 

The  impact  of  noise  on  the  area  was  studied.  The  analysis  concluded  that  the 
proposed  action  will  qenerate  sonic  booms  which  will  not.  be  damaging,  but 
they  will  be  heard  and  likely  annoyinq.  Although  subsonic  flight  is  now 
present,  the  proposal  would  result  in  additional  noise  impact  on  the 
environment  beneath  and  near  the  new  area.  Several  state  and  federal 
agencies  commenting  on  the  proposed  supersonic  fliqht  action  have  expressed 
concern  regarding  the  potential  adverse  impact  that  frequent  sonic  booms  may 
have  on  both  the  human  and  wildlife  population  of  the  area.  Based  on 
calculations  of  nominal  some  boom  overpressures  and  assuming  people  bem.irn 
the  area  live  at  or  below  5,000  feet  MSI.,  the  maximum  overpressure  to  which 
individuals  should  be  exposed  is  7.48  pounds  per  square  foot  (psf),  but  the 
overpressures  occurring  most  often  should  oe  less  than  3.52  psf.  The 
overpressure  levels  do  not  cause  injury  to  people.  Noise  at  trie  expected 
levels  of  under  f>0  decibels  (long-term  C-weighed  day  night  average)  is  not 
expected  to  adversely  affect  the  health  of  people  and  is  below  levels 
considered  acceptable  by  Federal  agencies  (SPA,  HUD ,  VA,  DOT  and  DOD)  for. 
residential  areas,  A  direct  cause  and  effect  relationship  has  not  been 
demonstrated  between  noise  exposure  and  adverse  health  effects  in  any  study 
using  human  subjects.  The  booms  may  cause  annoyance,  but  use  of  proposer! 
action  will  avoid  the  vast  majority  of  the  350  individuals  which  would  have 
ben  impacted  under  the  oriqinal  proposal.  Less  than  50  persons  have  been 
observed  residing  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  action,  northern  part  of  Gandy 
MOA  and  the  adjacent  restricted  airspace.  A  few  windows  can  be  expected  to 
be  broken  or  cracxed  as  a  result  of  sonic  booms.  The  Air  Force  has 
established  procedures  to  pay  for  damages  from  sonic  booms. 


The  impact  of  sonic  booms  an'!  aircraft  noiso  on  wildlife  and  animals  ha3 
also  been  studied.  Startle  reactions  or  alerting  are  common  reactions, 
however,  most  species  became  adapted  to  the  noise.  Evidence  that  sonic 
booms  adversly  impacted  reproduction  was  not  found,  nor  was  conclusive 
evidence  on  any  adverse  effects  to  relocated  species  noted.  However,  the 
Air  Force  recognizes  potential  sensitivity  of  wildlife  immediately  after 
relocation  to  a  new  area. 

The  impact  of  the  preferred  alternative  on  aviation  is  slight.  While  there 
will  be  an  increase  of  speed  of  the  military  aircraft  operating  in  the 
northern  half  of  the  Gandy  HOA,  the  absolute  increase  will  be  approximately 
',’0  percent,  of  the  speeds  now  being  flown. 

The  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  area  of  western  Utah/ 
•'astern  Nevada  is  negligible.  Recreational  activities  now  taking  place  in 
the  land  area  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  are  of  the 
outdoor,  individual  or  small  group,  wilderness  experience  nature.  These  are 
activities  where  the  values  of  unspoiled  nature  are  deliberately  sought. 

He  cause  of  the  remoteness  of  the  area,  the  total  number  of  people 
participating  in  these  activities  is  expected  to  be  small.  Noise  created  by 
sonic  booms  would  probably  he  annoying  to  some  of  the  recreationists.  The 
sonic  booms  will  not  involve  any  irreversible  damage  to  the  recreational 
capacity  of  the  area.  To  the  fullest  extent  possible,  sensitive  periods 
s non  as  night  time  and  weexends  would  be  avoided,  thus  further  mitigating 
possible  annoyances.  No  changes  in  land  use  are  envisioned  as  a  result  of 
the  proposed  action. 

j  .  Alternatives  t o  the  Proposed  Action : 

a.  No  action.  Althouqh  the  no  action  alternative  is  the 
environmentally  preferred  alternative,  it  does  not  resolve  the  Air  Force 
need  for  additional  airspace  for  supersonic  operations  to  occur.  The  no 
action  alternative  also  results  in  continued  use  of  the  Gandy  MOA  by  fighter 
aircraft  with  a  procedural  limit  on  the  speed  of  the  aircraft.  The  no 
action  alternative  does  not  reduce  or  increase  the  current  level  of  air 
pollutants,  noise,  and  air  tcaffic. 

b.  Relocating  the  supersonic  flight  requirement  to  some  other  airspace 
wirnin  the  UTTR.  This  alternative  is  constrained  by  the  existence  of  ground 
targets  and  instrumented  impact  areas  in  the  other  areas  of  the  UTTR.  Other 
parts  of  the  UTTR  are  now  used  for  supersonic  operations  to  the  maximum 
exrent  possible.  As  compared  to  the  proposed  air  space,  alternatives  for 
supersonic  flight  training  areas  would  result  in  a  negative  impact  on 
existing  military  usage,  commer i ca 1/general  aviation  traffic  and/or  would 
expose  significantly  more  people  to  sonic  boom  activity. 

c .  Use  of  distant  supersonic  airspace  is  limited  to  200  miles  from 
Hill  AFB.  Transit,  distance  further  than  200  miles  will  reduce  or  eliminate 
time  available  for  training  because  of  insufficient  fuel.  Air  refueling, 
which  greatly  extends  the  range  of  the  F-16,  is  not  feasible  because  of 
limited  KC-135  and  KC-ll)  aircraft  availability,  and  the  expense  of  operating 
the  air  tanker  force.  No  other  suitable  areas  were  located  within  200  miles 
of  Hill  AFB. 
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d.  He  locating  the  3H8  TPW  is  not  a  reasonable  alternative.  Hill  APB 
in  a  desirable  location,  and  facilities  on  the  bane  would  have  to  ho 
replicated  elsewhere  if  the  wing  was  moved. 

e.  Chanqing  the  geographic  or  vertical  dimensions  of  the  proposed 
supersonic  flight  airspace  would  severely  restrict  F-16  realistic  training 
opportunities  in  this  area.  If  the  geographic  size  was  reduced,  the  public 
beneath  the  adjusted  area  boundaries  would  be  exposed  to  more  concentrated 
sonic  boom  activity  as  a  result  of  the  smaller  operating  airspace.  Raising 
the  minimum  supersonic  flight  altitude  above  5,000  feet  AGD  would  degrade 
realistic  air  combac  training  in  the  area.  If  the  floor  of  the  airspace  were 
raised  above  10,000  feet  AGL,  training  would  be  seriously  degraded  because  it 
would  have  to  be  accomplished  at  altitudes  that  would  not  represent  actual 
combat  situations. 

f.  Utilizing  the  entire  Gandy  MOA  rather  than  just  the  northern  half 
for  supersonic  flight  training.  This  alternative  best  meets  the  training 
requirements.  It  was  presented  in  the  Draft  Els  as  the  proposed  action.  The 
put  lie  vigorously  commented  against  the  proposal,  and  an  alternative  which 
partially  satisfied  the  requirement  was  developed.  The  use  of  the  entire 

Gfl  idy  MOA  has  been  dropped  as  the  preferred  alternative.  The  use  of  the 
entire  Gandy  MOA  for  supersonic  flight  would  significantly  increase  the 
number  of  people  potentially  annoyed  by  sonic  booms. 

5 .  Public  Review: 

A  notice  of  intent  to  prepare  this  EIS  was  published  in  August  ivfio.  The 
Draft  BIS  was  released  to  the  public  and  other  agencies  on  19  August  1983. 
Comments  were  received  until  16  December  1983.  Public  bearings  were  held  in 
Ely  and  Elko,  Nevada,  and  Ibapah,  Utah.  One  hundred  and  thirty  four  written 
comments  were  received,  and  61  comments  were  made  at  the  hearings.  The  Air 
Force  responded  to  approximately  295  points  of  discussion.  Because  of  the 
areas  remoteness,  residents  are  accustomed  to  the  solitude  and  tranquility  of 
the  rural  environment.  Many  have  chosen  this  lifestyle  to  purposely  avoid 
the  noise  and  pressures  of  urban  centers.  A  number  of  eommentors  objected  to 
this  infusion  of  sonic  booms  into  that  environment. 

Public  eommentors  also  urged  the  Air  force  to  provide  a  'worst -case"  analysis 
of  potential  health  impacts  caused  by  sonic  booms.  However,  specific 
predictions  of  such  impacts  are  not  possible.  Additional  years  of  research 
ar>’  needed  to  scientifically  determine  causal  connections  or  to  realistically 
predict  generalized  health  effects  based  upon  noise.  Nevertheless,  it  lias 
been  suggested  that  there  are  links  between  noise  and  problems  such  as  hyper¬ 
tension,  cardiovascular  changes,  increased  neurologic  and  gastrointestinal 
disurbances,  changes  in  the  course  of  pregnancy,  and  changes  in  hormone  level, 
and  other  chemical  balances.  These  effects  are  exemplary  of  conditions 
associated  with  stress.  While  such  effects  have  been  suggested,  no  method  is 
available  to  predict  either  any  specific  reaction  or  the  portion  of  the 
community  which  could  be  affected.  Although  such  effects  cannot,  be 
dismissed,  prevailing  scientific  opinion  supports  the  expectation  that  the 
predicted  noise  exposure  would  not  cause  the  effects  speculated  on  above. 
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DEFINITIONS  OF  FREQUENTLY  USED  TERMS 


Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned  Airspace  Area  (ATCAAA)  -  Airspace  r»‘‘  de'ined 
vertical/lateral  limits,  assigned  by  ATC  to  provide  air  traffic  separation 
between  the  specified  operation  being  conducted  within  the  assigned  airspace 
and  other  IFR  air  traffic. 

Cutoff  Mach  Number  -  The  aircraft  Mach  number  below  which  the  temperature 
gradient,  of  the  atmosphere  re  tacts  the  sonic  boom  in  such  a  way  that  it 
does  not  reach  the  ground  and  thus  is  not  heard.  Aircraft  speeds  above  the 
cutoff  Mach  number  will  create  sonic  booms  that  progaqate  to  the  ground. 

The  cutoff  Mach  number  is  solely  dependent  upon  aircraft  elevation  and 
meteorological  conditions  and  can  be  calculated  as  shown  in  Appendix  B. 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  i,evel  (oNL)  -  The  day-night  average  sound  level  is  a 
measure  of  the  noise  environment  over  a  24-hour  annual  averaqe  busy  day  with 
a  10  decibel  penalty  to  events  that  occur  after  10:00  p.m.  and  before  7:00 
a .  mi 

dB  -  Decibel,  a  logarithmic  unit  which  expresses  the  ratio  between  two  sound 
pre-.sures,  measuring  the  relative  loudness  of  sounds.  When  measuring  sound 
pressure  on  the  decibel  scale,  in  effect,  one  is  comparing  the  levels;  with  a 
standard  reference  pressure  which  is  accepted  as  corresponding  to  0  decibels, 
about  the  faintest  sound  that  can  he  heard  by  a  person  with  very  good  hearing 
in  a  very  quiet  location. 

Flight  bevel  (FL)  -  A  level  of  constant  atmospheric  pressure  related  to  a 
reference  datum  of  29.92  inches  of  mercury.  Each  is  stated  in  three  digits 
that,  represent  hundreds  of  feet.  For  example,  flight  level  250  represents  a 
barometric  altimeter  indication  of  25,000  feet;  flight  level  255,  an 
indication  of  25,500  feet. 

Focus  Room  -  A  focus  boom  occurs  when  two  or  more  shock  waves  from  an 
aircraft  in  supersonic  flight  converge  on  the  same  point,  in  space  at  the  same 
tinio  causing  a  buildup  of  the  overpressures.  These  focus  booms,  generally 
caused  by  supersonic  maneuvers  or  accelerations,  do  not  move  with  the 
aircraft,  out  only  occur  in  one  location  which  can  be  either  in  the  air  or 
on  the  q round, 

Mach  Number  -  A  number  representing  the  ratio  of  the  speed  of  a  body  to  the 
speed  of  a  sound  in  the  surrounding  atmosphere.  Subsonic  steeds  are 
represented  by  numbers  less  than  1.0,  supersonic  speeds  by  a  Mach  number 
greater  than  1.0. 

Military  Operations  Area  (MOA)  -  An  airspaoe  assignment  of  defined  vertical 
and  lat  *ral  dimensions,  established  outside  positive  control  area  to 
sepa rat e/seq ragate  certain  military  activities  from  IFH  traffic  and  to 
identify  for  VFR  traffic  where  these  activities  are  conducted. 

Nautical  Mile  -  1.150  statute  miles. 
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Sortie  -  A  mission  by  a  single  military  aircraft. 

Sonic  loo*  -  An  acoustic  phenomenon  (sound)  heard  when  an  object  exceeds  the 
speed  of  sound  in  air,  that  is,  snout  738  miles  per  hour  at  sea  level  aud 
standard  atmospheric  pressure. 

Sunsoni c  -  Movement  of  an  object  at  a  speed  less  than  the  speed  of  sound. 

Supersonic  -  Movement  of  an  object  at  a  speed  greater  than  the  speed  of 
sound » 
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I.  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  POR  ACTION: 


1.0  Purpose : 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  expand  existing  airspace  within 
the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  (UTTR)  for  conducting  supersonic  flight 
training  from  5,000  feet  Above  Ground  Level  (AGL)  to  58,000  Kean  Sea  Level 
(MSL).  Existing  missions  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  ( AFB ) ,  in  particular  P-16 
fighter  pilot  training  and  increased  special  exercises  and  tests  on  the 
UTTR,  has  made  airspace  already  approved  for  supersonic  flight  inadequate  in 
size. 


1.1  BACKGROUND  ; 

1*1-1  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range: 

In  December  1977,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  approved  the  plan  for 
consolidation  of  the  Hill/wendover  Ranges  and  the  Dugway  Proving  Ground  into 
a  single  range.  On  1  January  1979,  the  Air  Force  Systems  Command  (AFSC) 
became  the  single  range  manager  and  the  range  is  now  operated  as  a  major 
training  and  test  facility  base,  known  as  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range 
(UTTR).  The  AFSC  organization  performing  this  managerial  task  is  the  6501 
Range  Squadron  located  at  Hill  AFB.  Since  the  UTTR  is  operated  as  a  DOD 
facility,  range  plans  and  programs  must  consider  the  requirements  of  all  dod 
range  users.  This  has  allowed  a  more  concise  ability  to  plan  for  and 
forecast  the  total  usage  of  the  UTTR.  Besides  providing  a  more  reliable 
source  of  determining  range  usage  thar  was  available  In  the  past,  this 
ability  has  attracted  more  DOD  training  and  tests  to  the  range.  These  two 
factors,  improved  planning  capability  and  increased  range  activity,  along 
with  better  data  available  on  the  training  requirements  of  the  P-16  aircraft 
are  the  major  contributors  to  the  present  proposal  to  establish  the 
additional  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

Figure  1.0  depicts  the  land  areas,  restricted  airspaces,  and  Nilitary 
Operations  Areas  (MOA)  in  the  vicinity  of  Hill  AFB  which  make  up  the  UTTR. 

For  convenience,  R-6404  and  the  area  of  the  Lucin  MOAs  will  be  referred  to 
in  this  text  as  the  northern  range  or  northern  portion  of  the  UTTR  and  the 
remainder  of  the  UTTR  to  the  south  as  the  southern  range  or  southern 
portion.  The  UTTR  can  be  divided  logically  into  these  two  portions  since 
the  airspace  i3  divided  by  a  cosnmercial  airline  corridor  and  the  land  area 
below  also  forms  a  corridor  between  DOD  owned  lands  where  an  Interstate 
Highway  (1-80)  is  located.  These  flying  areas  must  accommodate  approximately 
116  F-16  sorties  from  the  388  TFW  and  the  419  TFW  pec  day.  These  areas  must 
also  accommodate  special  exercises,  research  and  development  programs  and  the 
flight  testing  of  aircraft  that  have  received  depot  maintenance  at  Hill  apb. 

As  pact  of  the  development  of  the  UTTR  complex  to  augment  pilot  training  and 
weapon  systems  teat  programs,  there  have  been  approximately  60  High  Accuracy 
Multiple  Object  Tracking  system  (HAMOTs)  sites  installed  beneath  the 
airspace.  These  antenna  Bites,  the  first  of  which  were  installed  in  the  mid 
197(1' s,  provide  position  data  on  teat  aircraft  within  the  area.  Twenty-two 
of  these  HAMOTs  sites  were  more  recently  installed  in  the  southern  range  to 


1-1 


facilitate  the  Air  Launched  Cruiae  Missile  fly-off  program  which  involved  the 
UTTR.  The  Air  Force  has  upgraded  some  of  these  HAMOTS  stations  to  provide 
tracking  sites  for  a  new,  highly  sophisticated  air  combat  maneuvers  tracking 
system  that  has  been  installed  within  the  UTTR.  Since  this  new  system  is  for 
air-to-air  training, it  had  to  service  ar\  area  where  most  of  the  realistic 
combat  maneuvers  could  take  place.  At  the  present  time,  the  "Southern 
Supersonic  Flight  Airspace"  and  the  adjacent  airspace  shown  in  Figure  2.0, 
best  meet  this  description.  Thus  the  hamOTS  sites  picked  for  upgrading  were 
those  that  could  best  take  advantage  of  this  airspace.  This  instrumentation 
was  installed  under  a  program  known  as  the  HAMOTS  Upgrading  System  (HUS). 
Figure  3.0  shows  the  35  nautical  mile  radius  circle,  designated  the  HUS 
Arena,  that  is  covered  by  the  new  tracking  system.  The  inner  circle  (20 
nautical  mile  radius)  shows  the  extent  of  the  area  which  is  covered  by  high 
resolution  tracking  equipment  and  the  outer  circle  (50  nautical  mile  radius) 
indicates  the  limits  of  the  area  covered  'oy  lower  resolution  capabilities. 
Although  the  center  of  the  HUS  Arena  is  not  ideally  located  with  respect  to 
the  existing  supersonic  flight  airspace,  it  is  the  best  location  that  could 
be  arranged  using  existinq  HAMOTS  sites;  an  arrangement  that  provided  a 
substantial  savings  (millions  of  dollars)  to  the  US  Government. 

1.1.2  Special  Tests  and  Exercises: 

The  range  area  is  already  receiving  very  heavy  usage.  The  monthly  range 
activity  report  for  June  1982  shows  3,770  aircraft  sorties  being  flown  in 
the  range  area.  Of  this  number  3,226  were  flown  by  tactical  units 
conducting  operational  training.  Not  all  of  these  sorties  exceeded  the 
speed  of  sound,  but  because  of  tactical  target  requirements  combined  with 
supersonic  flight  requirements,  most  had  to  be  scheduled  in  the  southern 
restricted  airspace.  One  of  the  highest  single  day  activities  occurred 
during  a  past  Red  Flag  Exercise  when  164  low  level  sorties  involving  super¬ 
sonic  flight  were  flown.  This  is  a  much  higher  sortie  rate  than  can  be 
accommodated  with  normal  air-to-air  sorties.  The  Red  Flag  training  scenarios 
involve  large  groups  of  opposing  aircraft  while  the  normal  air-to-air  sorties 
accomplished  within  the  UTTR  involve  much  smaller  groups  of  opposing  aircraft 
or  even  one-on-one  type  training,  one  to  four  Red  Flag  Exercises  are 
conducted  per  year.  Each  of  these  exercises  involved  composite  missions  of 
50  to  60  aircraft  simulating  realistic  air  combat  and  lasted  about  28  days. 
All  Red  Flag  missions  are  scheduled  in  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

As  indicated  before,  with  AFSC  taking  over  managerial  duties  for  the  range, 
test  activity  has  increased.  As  an  example  of  new  missions  which  might  use 
the  range,  project  managers  for  the  Advanced  Medium  Range  Air-to-Ait  Missile 
(AMRAAM)  and  the  Advanced  Strategic  Air  Launched  Missile  (ASALM)  have 
conducted  site  surveys  on  the  range  for  the  feasibility  of  supersonic  flight 
test  operations. 

The  southern  portion  of  the  UTTR  now  has  the  only  low  level  supersonic  flight 
airspace  readily  available  to  tactical  aircraft  based  at  Hill  AFB  and  it  is 
located  entirely  over  DOD  restricted  land  area.  This  land  area  also  contains 
many  tactical  ground  targets  used  for  air-to-ground  training.  As  would  be 
expected,  these  targets  must  he  located  in  restricted  land  areas.  A  conflict 
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sometimes  arises  when  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground  missions  are  required  to 
be  scheduled  at  the  same  time  and  must  compete  for  the  same  airspace. 

Although  the  air-to-ground  training  can  usually  be  scheduled  below  air-to-air 
f  ights,  when  a  conflict  does  arise,  the  air-to-air  training  will  often  lose 
out  since  ground  targets  cannot  be  moved.  The  air-to-air  training  will  have 
t<i  be  scheduled  tor  adjoininq  airspaces  that  are  not  located  over  restricted 
1  ind  areas.  However,  whenever  this  occurs  the  realism  of  these  air-to-air 
t  aining  missions  are  seriously  degraded,  particularly  for  the  F-16,  because 
no  low  level  supersonic  flight  airspace  is  available  in  these  adjoining 
airspaces.  (For  supersonic  flight,  low  level  applies  to  the  airspace  between 
5,000  feet  AGL  and  30,000  feet  MSL.) 

Air  Force  Regulation  55-34  permits  specific  supersonic  operations  above 
30,000  feet  MSL.  Sonic  booms  from  this  altitude  are  not  considered 
significant  because  the  impsct  of  sonic  booms  normally  decreases  as  the 
aircraft  altitude  increases.  However,  to  maintain  realistic  training 
conditions,  fighter  aircraft  must  generally  operate  and  train  in  the  air 
below  25,000  feet  MSL.  The  airspace  identified  in  Figure  2.0  as  the 
"Northern  supersonic  Flight  Airspace"  is  an  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 
Airspace  (ATCAA)  between  39,000  and  50,000  feet  MSL  specifically  identified 
for  the  flight  testing  of  aircraft  that  have  received  depot  maintenance  at 
Hill  APB .  Supersonic  speeds  are  a  routine  part  of  this  flight  testing. 
Technically  neither  this  airspace  nor  any  other  ATCAA  airspace  above  30,000 
feet  MSL  require  the  "supersonic  flight*  designation  to  be  used  as  such;  but 
since  this  particular  airspace  is  used  routinely  at  supersonic  speeds,  it  is 
often  referred  to  as  a  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

1  .  2  NEED  FOR  THE  PROPOSAL; 

1.2.1  The  3BB  and  419  Tactical  Fighter  Wings  (TFW)  : 

The  388  TFW,  part  of  the  Air  Force's  Tactical  Air  Command  (TAC),  was 
activated  at  Hill  AFB  in  December  1975  with  approximately  3800  personnel. 

When  it  reached  full  strength  in  December  1976,  the  388  TFW  was  equipped 
with  54  F- 4D  Phantom  II  aircraft.  In  January  1979  the  388  TPW  began  a  phase 
out  of  the  F-4D  aircraft  and  replacement  with  P-16  aircraft.  The  environ¬ 
mental  impact  of  this  action  was  addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS),  "F-16  Beddown  at  Hill  AFB,  Utah."  In  this  Final  EIS,  dated 
16  November  1977,  it  was  indicated  that  airspace  already  approved  for 
supersonic  flight  would  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  F-16  mission. 

However,  partially  due  to  the  newness  of  the  aircraft  to  the  Air  Force 
inventory,  the  number  of  P-16  training  flights  requiring  supersonic  speeds 
was  underestimated  at  that  time.  Also,  the  growing  number  of  test  and 
training  operations  at  the  UTTR  which  require  airspace  for  supersonic  flight 
were  not  accounted  for. 


The  mission  of  the  388  and  419  TFW  is  to  maintain  in  a  state  of  readiness, 
personnel  and  equipment  to  perform  air-to-ground  missions  while  retaining/ 
maintaining  air  superiority  over  enemy  aircraft.  An  essential  element  in 
the  effective  accomplishment  of  this  mission  is  realistic  aircrew  training 
to  nsure  that  in  time  of  conflict,  tactical  forces  are  prepared  and  capable 


of  defeating  the  adversary.  Recent  military  experience  indicates  that  combat 
crew  effectiveness  and  the  ability  to  survive  combat  situations  are  directly 
related  to  the  quality  and  quantity  of  previous  training  received.  Airspace 
requirements  for  quality  training  with  the  F-16  aircraft  dictate  the  use  of 
large  supersonic  flight  training  areas  to  realistically  employ  the  aircraft- 
in  the  role  for  which  it  was  designed  .  To  accomplish  Tactical  Ait  CouiLi.ano's 
<TAC)  directed  mission  and  maintain  a  high  level  of  combat  capability, 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  F-16  training  sorties  are  air-to-air 
sjperiority  oriented  and  should  be  accomplished  in  supersonic  flight 
airspace.  Because  of  wide  variations  in  training  scenarios,  supersonic 
flight  may  not  occur  on  all  of  the  P-16  air-to-air  training  sorties. 
Supersonic  capability,  however,  should  exist  so  that  pilots  may  employ  the 
F-16  in  that  regime  if  required.  Without  speed  restrictions,  the  pilots  are 
able  to  use  the  entire  flight  regime  of  the  aircraft,  a  necessity  in 
providing  realistic  training.  Requiring  pilots  to  maintain  subsonic  speeds 
would  be  an  artificial  barrier  that  would  not  exist  in  actual  "wartime* 
situations  and  pilots  may  actually  develop  bad  habits.  Currently  the  air 
superiority  mission  is  degraded  because  adequate  airspace  in  which  to  conduct 
supersonic  air  combat  training  is  not  available. 

The  368  and  419  TFW  mission  training  requirements  dictate  that  3024 
air-to-air  sorties  per  month  be  flown  for  optimum  training.  These  missions 
require  supersonic  flight  training  areas  for  the  most  realistic  training. 
Airspace  presently  available  and  appropriate  for  supersonic  training  is 
limited  to  a  single  airspace  designated  as  the  "Southern  Supersonic  Flight 
Airspace*.  This  southern  supersonic  aicspace  is  approved  for  low  altitude 
operation  with  a  base  altitude  of  5,000  feet  AGL.  Because  of  its  size  and 
the  large  amount  of  restricted  land  area  lying  below,  this  southern 
supersonic  flight  airspace  also  receives  the  bulk  of  the  special  exercise 
sorties,  research  and  development  programs  and  the  F-16  air-to-ground 
sorties.  At  one  time  or  another,  all  150  pilots  are  impacted  by  not  being 
able  to  train  in  a  realistic  environment  because  they  must  use  airspace  not 
approved  for  supersonic  flight.  Most  importantly,  with  no  supersonic  flJght 
training  on  a  large  percentage  of  the  F-16  missions,  the  opportunities  for 
pilots  to  develop,  practice  and  refine  sound  combat  tactics  and  labits  in 
the  supersonic  flight  regime  are  curtailed,  resulting  in  reduced  combat 
effectiveness  and  survivability. 
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II.  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES: 


2 .  0  General : 

As  a  result  of  public  comments  received,  the  Air  Force  has  developed  a  new 
proposed  alternative  which  is  a  reduction  in  scope  to  the  original  proposal 
described  in  the  DEIS.  This  Final  EIS  addresses  the  new  preferred 
alternative  which  is  intended  to  utilize  a  smaller  portion  of  the  same 
geographical  area.  Text  has  been  added  to  describe  the  new  reduced  scope 
proposal.  This  proposal,  as  shown  in  figure  4.0  and  figure  4.1,  excludes 
the  south  half  of  the  Gandy  MOA  which  was  originally  proposed  in  the  DEIS  as 
shown  in  Figure  4.2.  This  is  to  reduce  the  impact  of  sonic  booms  on  this 
area.  Because  of  the  similarity  between  the  original  proposal  and  the  new 
reduced  scope  alternative  (actually  a  subset  of  the  original  proposal)  much 
of  the  analysis  performed  in  the  DEIS  is  shared  with  the  analysis  of  the  new 
preferred  alternative.  Also,  the  text  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the 
following : 


A.  Response  to  public  comments  and  information  received  from  the 
pi  1 ic. 

0.  Modifications  made  in  the  role  of  the  F-16  in  national  defense;  the 
proportion  of  air-to-air  sorties  to  air-to-ground  sorties  has  been  reduced 
from  55  to  40  percent. 

C.  Response  to  public  comments  regarding  readability  and  clarity  of 
the  EIS. 

D.  New  restricted  area  boundaries. 

2.1  Description  of  Proposed  Action: 

2.1.1  Proposal : 

The  proposed  project  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a  larger  area  for 
supersonic  flight  by  adding  onto  the  existing  southern  supersonic  flight 
airspace  (Figure  4.0).  The  majority  of  the  airspace  being  sought  for 
supersonic  flight  is  now  within  restricted  airspace  with  small  portions  in 
the  northern  half  of  what  is  designated  as  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  Military 
Operating  Area  (MOA).  The  Gandy  Range  Extension  is  now  an  established  MOA 
from  100  feet  above  ground  level  (AGL.)  to  18,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level 
( MS L ) ,  and  an  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned  Airspace  (ATCAA)  from  18,000  teet 
MS L  to  58,000  feet  MSL.  The  adjoining  portion  is  currently  within  airspace 
restricted  for  military  operations  from  ground  level  tc  58,000  feet  MSL. 
Subsonic  aircraft  training  is  currently  conducted  in  this  airspace  which 
overlies  the  Utah-Nevada  border.  More  specifically  the  proposed  opt  rating 
area  overlies  western  portions  of  Tooele  County  in  Utah  and  eastern  portions 
of  Elko  County  in  Nevada  as  shown  in  Figure  4.1.  The  Air  Force  proposes  to 
conduct  aircraft  training  at  supersonic  speeds  in  this  airspace  while 
operating  above  5,000  feet  AGL.  However,  subsonic  training  will  also  continue 
in  this  airspace.  The  majority  of  the  training  will  be  conducted  by  the  386 
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and  419  Tactical  Fighter  Wings  { TFW)  stationed  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  (AFB), 
Utah,  using  the  F-16  aircraft.  Although  other  type  aircraft  way  participate 
in  training  exercises  within  the  proposed  airspace,  their  usage  is  estimated 
to  be  less  than  10  percent  of  the  F-16  usage. 

Under  normal  monthly  operations,  schedulers  will  normally  fully  utilize  the 
airspace  by  scheduling  768  tupersonic  sorties  per  month  out  of  Hill  APB  to 
the  proposed  supersonic  ai 'space  and  the  existing  supersonic  airspace. 
Presently  614  supersonic  sorties  per  month  go  into  the  existing  supersonic 
airspace.  A  total  of  768  supersonic  sorties  per  month  could  be  flown  in  the 
combined  airspace  currently  approved  and  now  proposed  for  supersonic 
flight.  It  is  estimated  that  this  represents  the  heaviest  scheduling 
conditions.  If  conflicts  exist  with  the  use  of  the  airspace  over  DOD  land, 
then  the  worst  case  would  be  scheduling  all  768  sorties  per  month  into  the 
western  portion  of  the  combined  airspace.  It  is  this  worst  case  which  has 
been  analyzed  in  the  EIS,  although  such  occasions  are  expected  to  be  rare. 

Normally,  the  aircraft  will  remain  at  supersonic  speeds  for  only  short 
periods  averaging  about  15  seconds.  Previous  Air  Force  analysis  of 
operations  by  F-15's  indicates  that  the  aircraft  were  supersonic  2.5  times 
per  sortie  with  less  than  one  third  (0.3)  of  the  sonic  booms  created 
reaching  the  ground.  Analysis  of  previous  experience  also  indicates  that  10 
percent  of  the  sorties  scheduled  in  supersonic  airspace  never  actually 
obtain  supersonic  speeds.  Since  the  F-15  and  F-16  use  similar  air-to-air 
training  scenerios,  the  characteristics  of  the  F-15  will  be  used  for  the 
F-16  in  this  document.  Therefore,  under  the  worst  case  situation  described 
above,  and  assuming  22  operational  days  per  month,  there  will  be 
approximately  82  sonic  booms  created  per  day  within  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  airspace  under  full  use.  The  ground  beneath  the  airspace, 
approximately  1360  square  miles,  would  probably  be  subjected  to  25  sonic 
booms  per  flying  day. 

All  supersonic  flight  activity  will  be  logged  on  Air  Porce  Form  121  in 
accordance  with  Air  Force  Regulation  55-34.  All  flights  Will  be  conducted 
during  daylight  hours  in  visual  meteorological  conditions  (VMC). 

2.1.2  Locations  of  Proposed  Training: 

As  might  be  expected,  now  that  the  HAMOTS  Upgrading  System  (HUS)  tracking 
equipment  is  installed  (see  section  1.1,1),  the  HUS  Arena  is  generally  the 
area  of  first  choice  for  scheduling  air-to-air  sorties. 

The  existing  supersonic  flight  airspace  over  the  southern  range  will 
frequently  be  overloaded  with  tests,  exercises  and  air-to-ground  sorties. 
During  these  periods,  particularly  if  approved  for  supersonic  flights,  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace,  to  the  west  of  the  existing  supersonic 
flight  airspace,  will  be  scheduled  for  most  of  the  air-to-air  sorties. 
Supersonic  flight  would  be  randomly  distributed  throughout  within  the 
approved  area. 
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Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action: 


The  alternatives  and  the  criteria  used  to  determine  their  capability  to  meet 
operational  constraints  are  discussed  below,  one  change  has  been  made  to 
these  criteria  which  differs  from  those  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  Originally, 
we  stated  that  the  training  area  should  be  located  within  100  nautical  miles 
of  Hill  APB  to  ensure  that  adequate  fuel  is  available  to  allow  sufficient 
training  time  in  the  area.  The  100  nautical  mile  constraint  ha3  been 
extended  to  200  nautical  miles  which  takes  into  account  aircraft 
modifications  and  operational  changes  over  the  past  few  years  which  have 
effectively  extended  the  optimal  distance  to  a  training  area. 

2.2.1  Supersonic  Flight  Areas  Selection  Criteria: 

Criteria  established  for  evaluating  additional  supersonic  flight  airspace 
for  the  388  TFW  are  as  follows: 

(1)  As  an  optimum  the  area  should  be  located  within  200  nautical  miles 
(230  statute  miles)  of  Hill  APB  to  minimize  the  time/fuel  required  to  transit 
to  and  from  the  area.  Fuel  consumption  associated  with  afterburner  operation 
during  supersonic  flight  air  combat  training  is  responsible  for  limiting  the 
best  distance  between  home  3tation  and  training  area  to  200  NM.  This  200 
nautical  mile  criteria  is  applied  to  the  F-16  training  area  alternative 
analysis  since  greater  distances  would  preclude  a  sufficient  amount  of  time 
devoted  to  actual  supersonic  flight  air  combat  training  on  each  sortie,  a 
significant  reduction  of  training  time  in  this  manner  would  severely  impair 
the  unit  capability  of  meeting  mission  requirements. 

(2)  As  requited  by  Air  Force  and  FAA  regulations,  the  area  should  oe 
located  in  airspace  transited  by  little  commercial  and  general  aviation 
traffic  and  servicing  limited  established  airports.  These  criteria  avoid/ 
minimize  the  impact  which  military  flight  operations  may  have  on  other 
airspace  users. 

(3)  The  area  should  be  very  sparsely  populated  bo  that  the  fewest 
number  of  people  ate  affected  by  the  r.oise  impact  resulting  from  supersonic 
flight  training. 

(4)  The  size  of  the  area  must  be  large  enough  to  allow  effective  use 
of  the  F-16 ' s  radar  associated  weapons  systems.  Large  areas  also  enhance 
realistic  tactical  training  by  providing  additional  airspace  for  adversary 
aircraft  to  evasively  maneuver  and  possibly  avoid  F-16  radar  detection. 

Pilots  at  Hill  AFB  having  experience  with  the  F-16  feel  that  there  should  oe 
at  least  one  horizontal  dimension  allowing  adversaries  in  simulated  combat  a 
distance  of  40  to  50  miles  between  them.  In  addition,  a  large  area  for 
supersonic  training  is  highly  desirable  because  when  the  aircraft  operates 
over  a  large  geographic  area,  the  booms  would  be  widely  dispersed. 
Consequently,  the  number  of  booms  perceived  by  any  single  location  would  be 
significantly  reduced. 

(5)  Operational  altitudes  available  for  the  area  must  be  low  enough  to 
accommodate  realistic  training  but  not  so  low  as  to  conflict  with  effective 
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ait  route  traffic  control  and  general  aviation  traffic.  In  addition,  since 
ground  sonic  boom  effects  are  inversely  proportional  to  the  altitude  of  the 
aircraft  above  the  ground,  the  minimum  operational  altitudes  must  be  a 
compromise  to  allow  realistic  training  while  minimizing  the  sonic  boom 
effects  on  the  public  beneath  and  adjacent  to  the  airspace. 

2.2.2  No  Action: 

Acceptance  of  the  No  Action  option  would  limit  local  F-16  supersonic 
training  to  the  existing  supersonic  flight  area  in  the  southern  portion  of 
the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  (UTTR).  Due  to  high  priority  national 
research  and  development  projects,  special  exercises  and  F-16  air-to-ground 
training,  the  UTtr  supersonic  flight  area  may  sometimes  be  unable  to 
accommodate  the  local  supersonic  F-16  air-to-air  sorties.  During  these 
periods  when  air-to-air  training  could  not  be  scheduled  for  the  existing 
supersonic  flight  airspace,  these  F-16  sorties  would  be  flown  in  restricted 
airspace  outside  of  DOD  property  and  in  surrounding  MOAs  (including  the 
entire  Gandy  Range  Extension)  where  subsonic  flight  restrictions  would 
significantly  degrade  realistic  tactical  training. 

On  F-16  air-to-air  training  sorties  scheduled  out  of  existing  supersonic 
flight  airspace,  pilots  would  be  denied  required  combat  training  in  the 
aircraft  performance  envelope  above  Mach  1,  the  speed  of  sound.  Mission 
training  effectiveness  would  suffer  because  much  of  the  pilots  attention 
would  be  devoted  to  restricting  the  aircraft  to  subsonic  speeds.  Since 
pilots  must  continually  reference  the  cockpit  airspeed  indicator  to  avoid 
supersonic  flight,  full  concentration  on  the  specific  mission  learning 
objectives  would  be  impaired.  Most  importantly,  with  no  supersonic  flight 
training  on  a  large  percentage  of  the  F-16  missions,  the  opportunities  for 
pilots  to  develop,  practice  and  refine  sound  combat  tacticB  and  habits  in 
the  supersonic  flight  regime  would  be  curtailed  resulting  in  reduced  combat 
effectiveness  and  survivability. 

The  impact  of  no  action  may  mean  that  we  accept  a  training  program  that  is 
not  totally  responsive  to  known  wartime  threats.  If  F-16  combat  pilots  are 
to  be  prepared  to  defend  the  national  interest  of  the  United  States,  peace 
time  training  programs  must  be  realistic  and  tailored  directly  to  expected 
threats.  When  aircrews  are  required  to  train  in  a  manner  different  from 
that  required  for  corrbat,  the  wartime  effectiveness  and  survivability 
of  that  weapons  system  is  degraded.  The  key  element  missing  from  Hill  AFB 
F-16  realistic  training  is  the  capability  for  supersonic  flight  on  every 
tactical  mission.  Until  this  deficit,  affecting  both  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  aircrew  combat  training  is  resolved,  the  388  and  419  TFW  will  be 
unable  to  maintain  optimum  combat  capability. 

2. 2. 3  Use  of  Entire  Gandy  Range  MQA  and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace: 

This  alternative  was  originally  the  preferred  alternative  discussed  in  detail 
in  the  Gandy  Range  DEIS.  The  use  of  the  entire  Gandy  Range  MOA  and  adjacent 
restricted  airspace  remains  a  viable  alternative  and  best  meets  the 
operational  needs  of  both  the  388  and  419  TFW.  However,  the  Air  Force 
appreciates  and  recognizes  the  concerns  raised  during  the  public  comment 
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period  and  no  longer  views  this  alternative  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

In  response  to  the  information  received  from  the  public  the  Air  Force  has 
reduced  the  scope  of  its  proposed  action  by  more  than  one  half.  The  new 
proposal  is  more  responsive  to  the  concerns  raised  by  the  public  but  is  not 
as  operationally  acceptable  and  accommodates  fewer  sorties. 

Minor  changes  regarding  the  number  of  sorties  are  reflected  in  this 
section.  Additionally,  changes  have  been  made  to  the  text  to  enhance  the 
clarity  of  the  material  and  reflect  recent  changes  to  restricted  airspace 
boundar ies . 

This  alternative  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a  larger  area  of  super¬ 
sonic  flight  by  adding  onto  the  existing  southern  supersonic  flight  airspace 
(Figure  4,2).  The  majority  of  the  airspace  being  sought  for  supersonic 
flight  is  now  within  restricted  airspace.  It  includes  the  area  designated 
as  the  C.andy  Range  Extension  Military  Operating  Area  (MOA)  and  the  adjacent 
restricted  airspace  to  the  east  currently  not  approved  for  supersonic  flight. 
The  Gandy  Range  Extension  is  an  established  MOA  from  100  feet  above  ground 
level  ( AG  I, )  to  18,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  ( MSL ) ,  and  an  Air  Traffic 
Control  Assigned  Airspace  (ATCAA)  from  18,000  feet  MSL  to  58,000  feet  MSL. 

The  adjoining  portion  is  currently  within  airspace  restricted  for  military 
operations  from  ground  level  to  58,000  feet  MSL.  Subsonic  aircraft  training 
is  currently  conducted  in  this  airspace  which  overlies  the  Utah-Nevada 
border.  The  proposed  operating  area  overlies  the  Utah-Nevada  border  and 
more  specifically,  overlies  western  portions  of  Tooele,  Juab  and  Millard 
Counties  in  Utah  and  eastern  portions  of  Elxo  and  White  Pine  Counties  in 
Nevada  as  shown  in  Figure  4.2.  Under  this  alternative,  the  Air  Force  would 
to  conduct  aircraft  training  at  supersonic  speeds  in  this  airspace  while 
operating  above  5,000  feet  AGL.  Subsonic  training  will  continue  in  this 
airspace. 

The  majority  of  the  training  will  be  conducted  by  the  388  and  419  Tactical 
Fighter  Wings  (TPW)  stationed  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Utah,  using  the 
F-16  aircraft.  Although  other  type  aircraft  will  participate  in  training 
exercises  within  the  proposed  airspace,  their  usage  is  estimated  to  be  less 
than  10  percent  of  the  F-16  usage.  Under  day-to-day  operations  schedulers 
will  normally  fully  utilize  the  airspace,  with  approximately  750-922  air- 
to-air  sorties  per  month  scheduled  out  of  Hill  AFB  for  the  proposed 
airspace.  For  optimum  training  all  of  these  sorties  should  be  flown  in 
airspace  approved  for  supersonic  flight.  It  is  estimated  that  this 
represents  the  heaviest  scheduling  conditions.  All  supersonic  flight 
activity  will  be  logged  on  Ait  Force  Form  121  in  accordance  with  Air  Force 
Regulation  (AFR)  55-34.  All  flights  will  be  conducted  under  visual 
meteorological  conditions  (VMC)  during  daylight  hours. 

Normally,  the  aircraft  will  remain  at  supersonic  speeds  for  only  short 
periods  of  time  averaging  about  15  seconds.  Previous  Air  Force  operational 
experience  with  the  F-15  indicates  that  the  aircraft  were  supersonic  2.5 
times  pec  sortie  with  less  that  one  third  (0.3)  of  the  booms  created  reaching 
the  ground.  Previous  experience  also  indicates  that  10  percent  of  the 
sorties  scheduled  in  airspace  approved  for  supersonic  flight  never  actually 
obtain  supersonic  speeds.  Since  the  F-15  and  F-16  use  similar  air-to-air 
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training  scenarios,  the  characteristics  of  the  F-lS  will  be  used  for  the 
F-16  in  this  document. Therefore,  assuming  22  operational  days  each 
month,  there  will  be  approximately  110  booms  created  per  day  within  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  under  full  use.  The  ground  beneath  the 
airspace,  approximately  3,030  square  miles,  would  probably  be  subjected  to 
only  33  booms  per  flying  day. 

When  in  airspace  with  radar  coverage,  a  flight  that  drifts  toward  the  edge 
of  the  supersonic  flight  airspace  will  be  warned  by  the  299th  Communications 
Squadron  over  UHP  radio.  As  a  backup,  flight  leads  will  use  ground 
references  combined  with  the  F-16's  Inertial  Navigation  system  to  remain 
within  the  area.  As  shown  in  Figure  4.2,  this  alternative  supersonic  flight 
airspace  is  adjacent  to  and  partially  within  an  existing  restricted  airspace, 
much  of  which  is  located  over  Department  of  Defense  property  that  makes  up 
part  of  the  land  area  of  the  UTTR. 

Because  of  it's  location,  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  is  used 
extensively  by  aircraft  moving  into  and  out  of  ground  target  and  air  combat 
training  areas  within  the  inner  portions  of  the  UTTR.  It  is  estimated  that 
70  to  80  percent  of  the  aircraft  performing  training  in  the  southern  portion 
(that  portion  south  of  Interstate  Highway  1-80)  of  the  UTTR  pass  through 
some  part  of  tne  Gandy  Airspace  during  their  mission.  Many  of  these  ingress 
and  egress  type  operations  occur  beneath  the  altitude  proposed  for  supersonic 
flight,  all  these  flights  will  continue  whether  or  not  the  proposed  action  is 
ul'  imately  approved. 

As  might,  be  expected,  now  that  the  HAMOTS  Upgrading  System  (HUS)  tracking 
equipment  is  installed,  the  HUS  arena  is  generally  the  area  of  first  choice 
for  scheduling  air-to-air  sorties.  Looking  at  the  geography  of  the  land  area 
below  (see  figure  5.0).  Combat  maneuvers  will  generally  take  place  over  three 
separate  areas.  This  1b  because  pilots  will  normally  choose  valleys  or  flat 
areas  to  work  over  so  they  can  maneuver  in  their  optimun  >  levation  region 
(around  20,00  feet  MSI.)  without  worrying  about  mountain  peaks  cutting  down 
the  safety  buffer  or  depth  of  airspace  below  them.  The  three  areaB  are  in 
the  north,  over  the  antelope  valley  area,  and  south  of  the  Kern  and  Deep 
Creek  Mountains.  The  north  and  middle  areas  would  both  lie  within  the  HUS 
arena.  The  eastern  side  of  the  entire  area  will  also  increase  the  apace 
avtilabe  for  combat  maneuvers  now  being  flown  in  existing  supersonic  flight 
ai  space. 

Th»  existing  supersonic  flight  airspace  over  the  southern  range  will 
fr< quently  be  overlcaded  with  tests,  exercises  and  air-to-ground  sortiea. 
During  these  periodt ,  particularly  if  approved  for  supersonic  flights,  the 
alternative  supersonic  flight  airspace  would  be  scheduled  for  most  of  the 
air-to-air  sorties.  The  southern  portion  of  the  airspace  for  this 
alternative  is  not  vithin  the  HUS  arena  arid  as  such  will  be  the  last  choice 
scheduling  air-to-air  sorties. 

2, 2. 4  Other  Areas  1  or  Supersonic  Flight  Training; 

2. 2. 4.1  Training  Areas  Evaluated  for  Supersonic  Flight: 

The  only  airspaces  available  as  alternatives  for  the  proposed  action  are 
those  MOA's  and  restricted  airspaces  making  up  the  Utah  Test  and  Training 


5*lt  Lake 

Dess xt 


Figure  5.0 
Topography  of 
riginal  Proposal 


1  1-10 


Range  as  shown  in  Figure  6.0.  Because  of  Hill  Air  Force  Base's  geographic 
location,  establishing  a  new  airspace  as  a  supersonic  flight  MOA  was  not 
considered  as  a  potential  alternative.  Areas  north  and  south  of  Hill  are 
relatively  high  population  areas  and  to  the  east,  are  mountain  ranges  which 
ate  not  only  heavier  populated  than  the  areas  around  the  UTTR,  but  are 
generally  considered  of  more  recreational  value  than  the  desert  areas  to  the 
west.  These  land  use  constraints,  plus  conflicts  with  commercial  airways, 
limit  the  area  of  study  to  the  desert  regions  west  and  southwest  of  the 
Great  salt  Lake  and  Hill  AFB. 

2.2. 4.1.1  Lucin  Military  Operations  Areas  (West  and  North  of  R-6404): 

The  Lucin  MOA's  are  located  in  the  northern  end  of  the  UTTR  as  shown  in 
Figure  6.0.  This  area  is  closer  than  the  Gandy  Range,  but  is  less  acceptable 
according  to  the  other  selection  criteria. 

This  area  is  transited  by  several  commercial  airways  and  to  avoid  these 
airways  the  supersonic  flight  airspace  would  be  severely  restricted  in  size 
and  therefore  usage,  in  fact  the  Lucin  MOAs  only  reach  up  to  elevations  of 
7,500  and  9,000  feet  MSL  because  of  the  commercial  airways.  Airspace  above 
these  limits  is  not  currently  designated  as  military  operating  areas. 

Although  the  land  area  under  this  airspace  is  definitely  rural  in  nature 
(portions  directly  west  of  R-6404  consist  of  Salt  Flats),  the  areas  above 
desert  flats  probably  have  higher  population  densities  than  land  areas 
below  the  Gandy  airspace.  Besides  numerous  farms  and  ranches,  this  area  the 
includes  the  communities  of  Montello,  Lucin,  Etna,  Cobre,  Grouse  Creek, 
Rosetta  and  Park  Valley.  Among  these,  the  only  towns  listed  with  a 
population  in  either  the  1982  Rand -McNally  Commercial  Atlas  or  the  1980  US 
Department  of  Commence  Census,  were  Montello  with  180,  Cobre  with  10,  Grouse 
Creek  with  105,  and  Park  Valley  with  35.  Certain  land  areas  beneath  this 
MOA  have  already  proven  to  be  very  sensitive  to  the  noise  created  by  existing 
low  level  aircraft  activity.  In  the  past  several  years,  there  have  been 
noise  complaints  centering  out  of  the  Montello,  Nevada  and  Park  Valley,  Utah 
areas.  There  has  been  alleged  damage  to  chicken  ranching  reported  from  the 
Montello  area. 

Pilots  stationed  at  Hill  generally  feel  the  topography  of  this  area  does  not 
lend  itself  to  air  combat  maneuvers  as  well  as  does  the  proposed  or  the 
original  proposal.  Pilots  will  occasionally  use  mountains  or  mountain  ranges 
for  '’masking*  purposes  before  actually  "popping -up*  to  perform  air-to-air 
intercepts.  Also,  this  airspace  is  not  as  appropriate  as  the  proposed 
airspace  for  intercepting  flights  staging  out  of  Michaels  Army  Air  Field  at 
Dugway  or  out  of  Nellis  AFg  at  Las  Vegas.  In  addition,  none  of  this  airspace 
can  make  use  of  the  elaborate  tracking  equipment  which  will  make  up  the  HUS 
Arena.  Even  the  Gandy  Range  is  not  totally  within  the  HUS  Arena  but  because 
a  good  portion  of  it  is,  more  of  the  Arena  can  be  used  to  its  fullest 
capability.  Because  there  are  more  residents  beneath  this  airspace  than  the 
proposed  airspace,  there  appears  to  be  no  significant  environmental  advantage 
to  this  alternative.  Because  of  the  lack  of  vertical  dimension  there  is  no 
operational  advantage  to  this  alternative. 
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2. 2. 4.1. 2  Restricted  Airspace  R-6404; 


This  restricted  airspace  meets  all  the  selection  criteria  except  size. 
Commercial  airways  border  the  north  and  the  south  sides  of  this  airspace  and 
air-to-ground  training  tied  to  the  DOD  property  below  further  restrict  the 
airspace  that  might  be  used.  This  airspace  is  small  to  begin  with*  when  the 
size  is  further  -educed  by  conditional  restraints  it  becomes  unacceptable. 

2.  2.4.I.,  3  Restricted  Airspaces  r-6402  and  r-6405: 

V  Together  these  airspaces  meet  the  {.election  criteria;  separately  they  become 

prohibitively  small.  However,  constraints  in  these  areas  do  reduce  them  to 
an  unacceptable  size.  The  western  edge  of  R-6402  is  part  of  the  UTTR 
already  approved  for  supersonic  activity  and  would  provide  no  additional 
carrying  capacity.  The  northern  portion  is  over  DOD  land  operated  by  the 
U.S.  Army.  This  portion  of  land  contains  numerous  land  targets  as  well  as 
Michaels  Army  Air  Field  and  Dugway.  Usage  of  this  land  area  restricts  it 
from  consideration  for  supersonic  flight  airspace  above.  Also  PiBh  Springs 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  located  below  the  border  of  R-6402  and  R-6405  as 
well  as  a  historical  Pony  Express  and  Stage  Route  which  leads  to  Callao  and 
which  has  several  historical  sites.  Although  no  damage  would  be  expected, 
these  areas  would  be  subjected  to  sonic  booms  under  this  alternative.  In 
addition,  none  of  this  airspace  can  make  use  of  the  elaborate  tracking 
equipment  which  make  up  the  HUS  Arena  depicted  in  Figure  3.0.  If  the  area 
of  Dugway  and  Michaels  were  avoided,  this  alternative  would  appear  to  impact 
less  residents,  but  operationally,  the  airspace  could  not  take  best  advantage 
of  existing  facilities  and  would  not  be  large  enough  to  accommodate  the  daily 
training  load. 

2. 2. 4. 1.4  Sevier  Military  Operations  Areas; 

These  MOAs  are  located  as  shown  in  Figure  6.0.  The  narrow  strip  to  the  east 
is  above  or  near  several  populated  areas  including  the  housing  area  Cor 
Dugway  Proving  Grounds  and  would  be  inappropriate  for  supersonic  activity. 

The  southeast  side  is  not  only  adjacent  to  the  populated  area  of  Delta, 

Utah,  but  it  borders  heavily  used  commercial  airways  between  Southern 
California  and  Salt  Lake  City.  The  bulk  of  these  MOAs  is  located  directly 
south  of  R-6405.  Much  of  it  is  about  the  same  distance  from  Hill  AFB  aa  is 
the  outer  most  corner  of  the  Gandy  Range,  but  the  southern  edge  is  even 
further  away.  The  Sevier  A  and  B  MOAs  only  reach  up  to  elevations  of  14,500 
and  9,500  feet  MSL  respectively.  Airspace  above  these  limits  is  not 
currently  designated  aa  military  operating  areas. 

SF 

'■*  2.2.5  Use  of  Distant  Supersonic  Flight  Airspaces: 

One  alternative  considered  was  to  use  airspace  belonging  to  another  base  on 
a  joint  schedule  with  the  host  units.  The  closest  such  airspace  to  Hill  At _ 
is  the  Nellis  AFB  Range  Complex  which  is  located  north  of  Las  Vegas  Nevada, 
approximately  320  miles  southwest  of  Hill  AFB.  Due  to  the  distance  from 
Kill  AFB,  aircraft  would  have  to  deploy  to  Nellis  for  supersonic  flight 
training.  However,  the  training  requirements  are  not  satisfied  because  the 
continual  scheduling  demand  for  Nellis  range  airspace  by  the  Tactical  Air 
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Command  Exercise  Fed  Flag  and  the  flying  units  stationed  at  Nellis  AFB 
results  in  near  100%  use  of  the  areas  during  the  daylight  hours  (Supersonic 
flight  training  is  only  conducted  during  daylight  hours).  Another  factor 
against  a  deployment  to  Nellis  is  the  cost  of  moving  and  supporting 
personnel  away  from  their  assigned  base,  cost  of  moving  and  maintaining 
spare  equipment,  and  significant  family  separation  hardships. 

Similiar  arguments  exist  for  deploying  to  any  other  base  with  airspace 
approved  for  supersonic  flight.  Nellis  is  the  closest  to  Hill  AFb,  a  more 
distant  deployment  would  cost  more  money  and  still  be  inhibited  by  lack  of 
slack  in  scheduled  range  time  at  the  deployed  location.  No  deployment 
alternative  was  acceptable. 

2.2.6  Relocate  the  3 88  TFW: 

In  the  environmental  evaluation  for  the  beddown  of  the  F-16  aircraft  at  Hill 
AFB,  89  bases  were  evaluated  as  alternative  locations.  Hill  was  considered 
to  be  the  optimum  location  for  the  F-16  aircraft  beddown  based  on  the 
following  criteria: 

(1)  Suitable  air--to-air/air-to-ground  ranges  located  in  close 
proximity. 

(2)  Availability  of  supersonic  flight  airspace  over  sparsely  populated 
areas, 

(3)  Beddown  without  relocation  of  existing  mission/missions.  To  avoid 
excessive  facility  and  relocation  costs,  the  beddown  of  a  weapons  systems 
should  avoid  the  requit ement  for  a  double  move. 

(4)  Existing  base  support  facilities  requiring  only  limited  new 
construction  to  accommodate  F-16  training/operational  requirements. 

(5)  Minimum  adverse  environmental  impact.  A  beddown  site  should  be 
selected  which  keeps  adverse  impacts  on  the  environment  to  a  minimum.  Air 
and  noise  pollution,  urbanisation  of  the  area  around  the  base,  civil  and 
general  traffic  and  the  capability  of  the  base  and  surrounding  communities 
to  accept  a  change  in  population  are  factors  considered. 

It  is  the  Air  Force's  contention  that  Hill  AFB  is  still  the  optimum  location 
for  the  388  TFW  and  its  F-16  aircraft.  The  economics  have  now  shifted  even 
more  in  favor  of  Hill  since  facility  construction  and  modification  have 
already  taken  place  to  accommodate  the  F-16  mission.  Although  the 
construction  and  modification  cost  about  310  million,  the  388  TFW  is  now 
assigned  about  617,000  square  feet  of  facility  space  at  Hill  that  has  an 
inventory  value  in  excess  of  S35  million.  It  is  unlikely  that  any  other 
installation  could  meet  this  type  facility  requirement  without  starting  a 
chain  reaction  of  existing  mission  relocations. 

Relocating  the  388  tfw  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  economy  of  the 
Hill  AFB  vicinity.  As  of  March  1933  the  388  TFW  had  an  annual  payroll  in 
excess  of  347  million.  Although  thi3  payroll  goes  almost  entirely  to 
military  personnel,  a  sizeable  portion  of  it  can  be  expected  to  filter  into 


11-14 


the  area  economy.  Re’ocatinq  the  388  TFW  without  a  similar  replacement 
mission  would  leave  a  noticeable  gap  in  various  market  places  such  as  housing 
and  retail  stores  around  Hill  AFB. 

Because  of  the  small  number  of  aircraft  assigned,  relocation  of  the  419  TFW 
was  not  considered  as  an  alternative  because  it  would  not  change  the  scope 
and  need  for  the  action. 

2  2.  7  Change  the  Geographic  or  Vertical  Limits  of  the  Proposed  Supersonic 
FK  ght  Ai  r space  st 


Another  alternative  evaluated  was  changing  the  area  boundaries  or  vertical 
working  altitudes  so  that  certain  ground  locations  are  removed  from 
supersonic  overflight.  The  following  paragraphs  address  the  ramifications  of 
geographic  area  boundary  and  vertical  altitude  changes. 

2. 2.7.1  Geographic  Boundary  Changes: 

The  first  option  in  terms  of  area  boundary  change  involves  increasing  the 
size  of  the  area  so  as  to  disperse  the  effects  of  sonic  boom  activity  over  a 
larger  area.  Although  this  would  expose  more  people  to  the  sonic  boom 
activity,  any  specific  location  should  encounter  fewer  sonic  booms  due  to  the 
dispersion.  No  area  expansion  is  possible  to  the  north  because  of  the  town 
of  Wendover  and  existing  commercial  airways.  Any  expansion  to  the  south 
would  encompass  the  Mount  Moriah  area  (identified  as  a  sensitive  area  in 
section  4. 3. 2. I )  and  would  put  the  supersonic  flight  airspace  closer  to  the 
community  of  Baker.  Expansion  to  the  west  appears  feasible,  but  again,  this 
would  be  expanding  the  airspace  in  a  direction  further  from  Hill  APB  and  it 
would  olace  supersonic  flight  activity  closer  to  the  communities  of  Currie, 
McGill,  and  Ely.  The  area  to  the  east  of  the  north  end  of  the  proposed 
airspace  is  already  airspace  approved  for  supersonic  flight.  The  remaining 
airspace  to  the  east  is  already  airspace  restricted  for  military  usage  and 
has  been  addressed  in  the  section  discussing  alternate  locations. 

The  second  geographic  change  option  would  be  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  area 
so  as  to  remove  certain  populated  areas  from  the  supersonic  flight  training 
area.  imposing  area  restrictions  is  preferable  over  a  complete  relocation  of 
the  a.ea  boundaries  so  that  existing  airspace,  although  for  subsonic  speeds, 
remains  useable.  However,  the  land  area  involved  is  so  rural  in  nature  that 
it  would  ne  difficult  to  find  any  areas  of  concentrated  population  to  avoid. 
The  place  where  the  largest  portion  of  the  area's  population  is  known  to 
exist  is  the  Goshut.e  Indian  Reservation  which  surrounds  the  community  of 
Goshute.  Even  here,  the  population  appears  to  be  distributed  throughout  the 
res'-rvat  ion . 

2. 2. 7. 2  Vertical  Altitude  Changes: 

The  perceived  effects  of  sonic  booms  are  directly  related  to  the  altitude  of 
the  supersonic  aircraft.  As  the  aircraft's  altitude  above  the  ground 
increases,  the  resulting  sonic  boom  noise  and  overpressure  effects  decrease. 
The  higher  the  minimum  altitude,  the  less  impact  supersonic  flight  will  have 
on  the  public  beneath  the  airspace.  This  relationship  along  with  the  training 
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requirements  of  the  P-16  were  considered  in  establishing  the  minimum  operating 
altitude  at  5,000  feet  AGL.  The  training  scenario  for  P-16  air-to-air  combat 
maneuvers  calls  for  a  floor  of  5,000  feet  AGL.  This  gives  the  aircraft  an 
adequate  safety  Duffer  from  the  ground  but  still  allows  the  aircraft  to  fly  at 
elevations  where  experience  is  required  for  realistic  training.  It  is 
estimated  that  most  sonic  booms  will  be  created  at  about  15,000  feet  AGL.  If 
the  airspace  below  this  level  was  significantly  restricted  more  than  by  the 
5,000  foot  minimum,  pilots  would  be  forced  to  employ  the  aircraft  in  higher 
altitudes  where  low  air  density  causes  reduced  engine/airframe  efficiency  and 
decreases  the  maximum  performance  of  the  aircraft.  Although  operation  at 
altitudes  above  30,000  feet  MSI.  is  tactically  sound  during  the  initial 
intercept  phase,  as  the  engagement  progresses  into  a  three  dimensional  "dog 
fight"  all  participants  must  decrease  altitude  to  utilize  the  maximum 
acceleration  and  turning  performance  of  their  aircraft. 

The  a  Iter  ns*-  ives  that  will  receive  additional  consideration  in  Chapter  IV 
include  no  action,  other  airspaces  within  the  UTTR,  and  vertical  dimension 
changes  to  the  p  oposed  airspace.  The  other  alternatives  identified  in  this 
section  are  considered  to  be  either  economically  impractical  or  to  degrading 
to  the  388  TFW's  deployment  posture  to  receive  additional  attention. 
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III. 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT: 


3. 0  General : 

The  airspace  making  up  the  proposed  action  involves  only  the  northern  half 
(roughly)  of  the  airspace,  described  in  the  DEIS,  Boundaries  of  this 
alternative  are  shown  in  Figure  7.0. 

3. 1  Existing  Site  Characteristics: 

3.1.1  Popu lation: 

Under  the  proposed  alternative  the  total  population  impacted  is  estimated  to 
be  less  than  SO.  The  highest  Known  concentration  of  individuals  is  located 
in  the  community  of  Gold  Hill,  shown  in  Pigure  8.0.  Gold  Hill  is  a  small 
mining  community  with  a  migrant  po[>ulation.  Individuals  return  to  the  small, 
community  in  the  summer  months  to  conduct  mining  operations.  Its  estimated 
average  population  ia  thirty.  The  remaining  Known  population  is  limited  to 
the  ranches  and  houses  shown  on  Figure  7.0. 

3.1.2  Topography: 

The  land  area  below  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  is  located  in  a 
area  o  the  Western  United  States  often  referred  to  as  the  "Great  Basin" 
which  is  within  the  site  of  the  ancient  Lake  Bonneville,  As  part  of  this 

basin,  it  resembles  moet  of  the  other  parts  of  Nevada  and  Western  Utah  iri 

having  nigh  mountain  ranges,  running  north  and  south,  cut  by  narrow  valleys. 
There  are  no  large  bodies  of  water  in  the  area  beneath  the  airspace*  the 
water  system  being  confined  to  mountain  streams  and  small  lakes.  The  ranges 

and  valleys  within  the  area  are  shown  in  Figure  9,0,  The  largest  valleys 

are  Antelope  Valley  and  Deep  creek  Valley.  The  area  also  contains  the 
Coshute  Mountains,  the  Antelope  Mountain  Range  and  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains. 
The  highest  mountains  in  the  area  belong  to  the  Deep  Creek  Range  rising 
7,800  feet  above  the  Great  Salt  Lake  Desert  on  the  east  to  a  maximum  of 
12,109  feet  MSI,  on  Tbapah  p>eak.  Mo3t  of  the-  area's  population  is  in  valleys 
that  vary  in  elevation  from  about  5,000  to  6, COO  feet  MSL.  The  entire  area 
is  considered  arid;  however,  because  of  their  height,  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains  catch  many  of  the  storm  clouds  moved  by  the  prevailing  winds  from 
the  west  and  cause  them  to  drop  moisture  on  the  western  slopwa.  As  a 
result.  Deep  creek  Valley  is  better  watered  than  most  valleys  in  Nevada. ~~ 
Several  mountain  streams  flow  down  to  form  the  Deep  Creek  and  there  are  many 
natural  wild  grass  meadows.  This  is  the  first  fertile  valley  west  of  the 
great  salt  flats,  and  is  somewhat  of  an  oaaiB  even  though  still  being 
considered  an  arid  valley. 

3.1.3  Vege  ta t i on : 

The  valleys  ace  covered  with  typical  desert  shrubs,  greasewood,  sagebrush 
and  scattered  grasses  which,  in  some  instances,  are  suitable  for  grazing. 

In  the  area  of  the  Deep  Creek  and  Goshute  Ranges,  because  of  increased 
altitude  and  precipitation,  the  valley  vegetation  gives  way  to  the  piygmy 
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forest  community  (juniper  and  pinon  pines)  on  the  higher  slopes  and  the 
subalpine  community  (pine,  spruces  and  quaking  aspens)  in  the  summit  area. 
Other  mountain  ranges  have  similar  vegetation  sequences  but  most  other  areas 
do  not  reach  the  subalpine  community  because  of  lower  elevation  and  less 
precipi tation. 31 

3.1.4  Animals: 

3.1. 4. 1  General: 

Sheep  and  cattle  are  the  predominant  domestic  animals  inhabiting  the  area. 
Horses  are  also  present  in  some  areas.  Wildlife  in  the  area  includes  not 
only  small  mammals  and  reptiles,  but  also  antelope,  transplanted  bighorn 
sheep,  mule  deer,  bobcats,  mountain  lions  and  other  carnivore  ranging  from 
coyotes  to  ermine.  Additionally,  sightings  of  numerous  raptors  and  other 
avian  species  have  been  documented,  including  observations  of  high  densities 
of  golden  eagles  year-round.  This  area  is  also  winter  habitat  for  bald 
eagles.  Information  now  being  accumulated  on  raptors  indicates  the  area 
around  the  Utah-Nevada  border  is  witnin  the  migratory  pattern  of  several 
types  of  raptors.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  that  as  many  as 
10,000  raptors  passed  through  the  area  of  the  Goshute  Range  during  late 
September  and  early  October  of  1983. 

3. 1.4. 2  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species: 

The  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources  (DWR )  has  identified  two  endangered 
species  as  occurring  within  a  bU  mile  radius  of  Hill  AF»  and  the  Utah  Test 
and  Training  Range;  the  peregrine  falcon  and  the  bald  eagle.  The  Elko 
(Nevada)  District  Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  identified 
four  animals  as  occurring  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training 
Range  and  on  the  threatened  and  endangered  species  list:  the  peregrine 
falcon,  the  bald  eagle,  the  spotted  hat  and  the  steptoe  dace.  Although 
difficult  to  identify  the  exact  population  size  and  extent  of  these  species, 
it  appears  that  of  the  four,  only  the  bald  eagle  may  frequent  the  area  of 
the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

1.  American  Peregrine  Falcon  (Falcon  peregrinum  anatum):  Nesting 
apparently  occurs  throughout  northern  Utah  and  into  Nevada.  Habitat  consists 
primarily  of  cliffs  and  rock  bluffs,  below  7,000  feet  elevation,  and  in 
proximity  to  a  significant  body  of  water.  According  to  a  7  December  1977 
letter  from  the  DWR,  there  have  been  five  documented  sightings  of  the 
peregrine  falcon  in  the  area  of  northern  Utah  since  passage  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973.  The  letter  also  identified  five  historic  eyries 
occurring  within  this  area  and  two  candidate  parcels  of  ’critical  habitat”, 
designated  as  such  for  possible  reintroduction  of  natural  reoccupation  by 
wild  stock.  None  of  the  locations  identified  in  sightings,  as  historic 
eyries  or  as  critical  habitat,  are  within  the  subject  airspace.  However, 
one  of  the  historic  eyries  is  in  the  area  south  of  wendcver ,  beneath  the 
proposed  airspace.44  In  addition,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  reports 
that  a  peregrine  falcon  »,as  observed  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed 


supersonic  airspace  during  the  summer  of  1983  flying  above  the  Goshute 
Mountains  higher  than  the  8,000  foot  elevation. 

2.  Southern  Bald  Eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) :  Year-long  habitat 
is  restricted  to  the  Goshute  Mountain  Range  and  to  several  areas  west  of  the 
area  of  interest.  Winter  habitat  in  Nevada  listed  as  crucial  to  this  bird 
occurs  at  the  south  end  of  the  Goshutes  and  in  the  Dolly  Varden  Mountains  to 
the  west.  Each  winter  large  numbers  of  bald  eagles  spend  a  portion  of  their 
annual  life  cycle  in  Utah.  Little  use  is  made  of  the  relatively  barren  west 
desert  of  Utah  which  is  in  a  50  mile  radius  of  Air  Force  Range  areas. 

However,  there  are  published  accounts  of  significant  numbers  of  bald  eagles 
occurring  in  the  area  of  Vernon,  Utah,  which  is  about  62  miles  east  of  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  and  there  have  also  been  sightings 
within  Range  boundaries,  by  Air  Force  personnel  and  by  State  and  Federal 
wildlife  specialists. 

3.  Spotted  Bat  (Euderma  macu latum):  This  bat  is  not  on  the  federal 
list  but  the  states  of  Nevada  and  Utah  are  interested  in  it  because  it 
occurs  in  a  limited  range.  The  limiting  factor  on  the  distribution  of  this 
species  is  thought  to  be  food,  as  it  feeds  exclusively  on  small  moths. 

Areas  of  distribution  have  not  been  well  defined,  but  are  thought  to  include 
the  country  around  Wendover. 

4.  Steptor  Dace  (Relictus  solitaries):  This  fi  h  is  found  in  waters 
that  were  tributaries  to  the  ancient  Bonneville  Lake.  There  are  12  known 
sites  in  Nevada  that  presently  support  populations  of  this  fish.  One  site 
is  located  approximately  20  miles  west  of  the  Utah/Nevada  border  and  one 
mile  south  of  the  Elko/white  Pine  County  lines.  This  is  essentially  on  the 
border  of  the  proposed  airspace. 

3.1.S  Land  Use: 


3.1.5. 1  Grazing: 

Several  of  the  valley  areas  below  the  proposed  airspace  have  been  used 
historically  for  grazing  purposes.  The  story  of  the  Deep  Creek  Valley  is 
similar  to  many  areas  in  the  west,  where  cattle  first  dominated  the  range 
lands.  Then  the  cattle  empires  were  cut  down  by  fencing  of  the  range  lands 
and  sheep  ranching.  Sheep  then  dominated  the  valley  until  the  early 
!9fJ0's,  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  cut  many  large  sheep  ranches  into  smaller 
ones  and  forced  small  ranches  out  of  business.  Now  much  of  the  gtaziny  land 
is  under  the  control  of  the  BLM. 

The  BLM  controls  grazing  on  public  1;  ,d  by  issuing  grazing  permits  for 
cattle  and  sheep.  The  maximum  loading  for  the  land  unde’"  the  airspace 
varies  according  to  area  and  season  of  the  year.  The  loading  rate  ranges 
from  1  cow  per  souare  mile  in  the  summer  months  to  7  cows  per  square  mile  in 
the  wetter  winter  months. 
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3. 1.5. 2  Agriculture: 


( 


f 


Because  of  the  arid  nature  of  this  area,  agriculture  is  primarily  limited  to 
areas  where  water  is  available.  Most  agricultural  usages  are  small  in 
nature,  located  in  conjunction  with  and  generally  for  consumption  by  the 
isolated  residents  of  the  area  and  their  livestock. 

3. 1.5. 3  Mining: 

The  mineralization  of  the  area  is  related  broadly  to  that  of  the  Basin  and 
Range.  The  general  area  is  considered  to  be  a  possible  source  of  tungsten, 
lead,  silver  and  gold.  Historically,  the  Deep  Creek  Range  has  been  an  area 
of  .significant  mining  and  exploration  activity,  as  a  potential  producer  of 
gold,  silver,  lead,  copper,  tungsten,  beryllium  and  mercury.31  However, 
mining  operations  throughout  the  area  are  isolated  and  small  in  scale. 

3.1.5. 4  Recreation: 

Recreational  activities  in  the  area  are  limited  for  the  mo3t  part,  to  those 
activities  taking  advantage  of  its  unspoiled  nature.  These  activities 
include  hunting,  hiking,  horseback  riding,  camping,  nature  study,  etc. 
However,  because  of  the  remoteness  of  the  area,  the  nurrtoer  of  people 
participating  in  these  activities  is  relatively  small.  The  BIX  has 
estimated  that  recreational  usage  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains,  in  both  Juab 
and  Tooele  Counties  of  Utah,  amounts  to  6,000  visits  per  year  totaling  some 
22,000  visitor  hours.  It  is  also  estimated  that  the  Pony  Express  Trail 
draws  some  150,000  visits  pet  year  involving  1.2  million  visitor  hours. 

These  recreational  visits  include  primarily  camping  and  recreational  vehicle 
<RV)  activities;  in  fact,  the  more  readily  accessible  portions  (closest  to 
populous  areas)  are  outside  the  impact  area. 

3. 1.5. 5  Tourism: 

There  is  only  one  major  road  through  the  area;  J.5.  Highway  Alternate  50 
which  heads  southwesterly  across  the  area  from  Wendover  to  Ely.  Other  roads 
and  jeep  trails  in  the  area  arc  primarily  for  access  to  specific  locations 
and  may  lend  themselves  to  the  recreational  activities  described  above,  but 
probahly  would  not  be  considered  suitable  for  tourism  as  they  do  not  provide 
faci 1  it ies. 

3.2,  Socio-Economic  Conditions: 


The  economy  of  the  area  depends  almost  entirely  on  ranching  and  the  small 
amount  of  mining  taking  place.  Due  to  the  low  annual  rainfall  and 
relatively  arid  conditions,  the  water  supply  is  critical  to  the  economy  and 
the  type  activities  that  the  area  can  support.  For  the  most  part,  areas 
where  people  are  located  ace  determined  by  the  available  water. 

3.  3  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES: 

3,3.1  General : 

This  section  addresses  the  affected  environment  and  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  alternatives  and  focuses  primarily  upon  the  original 
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proposal  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  It  has  been  written  in  a  manner  which 
facilitates  comparison  between  the  proposed  alternative  (northern  half  of 
the  Gandy  Range  MCA,  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace)  and  the  alternatives. 
Many  of  the  impacts  for  the  original  proposal  are  identical  to  the  proposed 
action,  which  can  be  viewed  as  a  subset  of  the  proposal  generated  in  the 
DEIS,  and  the  primary  emphasis  is  placed  on  highlighting  only  the 
dif  ferences. 

3.3.2  Original  Proposal  —  Affected  Environment: 

The  alternative  supersonic  flight  traininq  airspace  overlies  western  portions 
of  Tooele,  Juab  and  Millard  Counties  in  Utah  and  eastern  portions  of  Elko 
and  White  Pine  Counties  in  Nevada.  Its  horizontal  limits  are  the  same  as 
those  of  the  existing  Gandy  MOA/ATCAAA  plus  the  space  between  the  Gandy 
MOA/ATCAAA  and  the  existing  southern  supersonic  flight  airspace  to  the 
east.  The  majority  (estimated  at  70  to  80  percent)  of  the  land  area  beneath 
the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  is  public  and  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  exceptions  to  this  are  the  Goshute 
Indian  Reservation,  small  scattered  parcels  of  private  land  and  those  state 
lands  acquired  from  Congress  for  the  development  or  benefit  of  state 
in st i tut i ons . 

3. 3. 2.1  Population: 

The  area  is  very  sparsely  populated,  with  an  estimated  total  of  less  than 
360  people  residing  within  the  boundaries.  Maps  of  the  area  beneath  the 
proposed  supersonic  flignt  airspace  show  the  towns  or  communities  of  Goshute, 
Trout  Creek,  Partoun,  Gandy,  Ibapah  and  Gold  Hill  in  Utah,  and  Tippett  and 
Uvada  in  Nevada.  The  only  towns  listed  with  a  population  in  either  the  1902 
Rand-McNally  Commercial  Atlas  or  the  1980  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  Census 
were  Trout  Creek  with  a  population  of  15  and  Ibapah  with  a  population  of  25. 
Tippett:  and  Uvada  were  listed  hut  were  identified  as  rural  areas  with  no 
populations  given.  Neither  reference  had  populations  for  Goshute  nor  the 
Goshute  Indian  Reservation;  however,  Utah's  Indian  Affairs  office  estimates 
the  Reservation  population  at  about  150  people.  There  are  scattered  ranches 
in  the  area  beneath  the  airspace,  primarily  in  the  southern  portion,  but 
none  of  the  populated  areas  are  considered  more  than  rural.  The  towns  of 
McGill  (population  1,900),  Currie  (population  unlisted),  Wendover  (population 
2,000),  Callao  (population  19),  and  Baker  (population  50)  are  located  outside 
of  the  area  boundaries  (see  Figure  4.2).  Many  commentors  have  identified 
differing  populations  for  several  communities  such  as:  Partoun,  50;  Uvada, 
14;  Gandy,  24;  Trout  Creek,  20;  and  Ibapah,  69.  However,  the  original 
estimate  of  350  still  appears  appropriate  for  the  total  area.  Also,  there 
are  200  Goshute  Indians  that  do  not  live  on  the  reservation  or  in  the  area 
which  consider  the  reservation  their  home. 

3. 3. 2. 2  Topography: 

The  land  area  below  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  is  located  in  a 
area  of  the  Western  United  states  often  referred  to  as  the  "Great  Basin" 
which  is  within  the  site  of  the  ancient  Lake  Bonneville.  As  part  of  this 
basin,  it  resembles  most  of  the  other  parts  of  Nevada  and  Western  Utah  in 
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having  high  mountain  ranges  running  north  and  south,  cut  by  narrow  valleys. 
There  are  no  large  bodies  of  water  in  the  area  beneath  the  airspace;  the 
water  system  being  confined  to  mountain  streams  and  small  lakes.  The  ranges 
and  valleys  within  tne  area  are  shown  in  Figure  5.0.  The  largest  valleys 
are  Antelope  Valley  and  Deep  Creek  Valley.  The  area  also  contains  the 
Goshute  Mountains,  the  Antelope  Mountain  Range  and  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains. 
The  highest  mountains  in  the  area  belong  to  the  Deep  Creek  Range  rising  7,800 
feet  above  the  Great  Salt  Lake  Desert  on  the  east  to  a  maximum  of  12,109  feet 
Ms L  on  Ibapah  peak.  Most  of  the  area's  population  is  in  valleys  that  vary  in 
elevation  from  about  5,000  to  6,000  feet  MSL.  The  entire  area  is  considered 
arid;  however,  because  of  their  height,  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  catch  many 
of  the  storm  clouds  moved  by  the  prevailing  winds  from  the  west  and  cause 
them  to  drop  moisture  on  the  western  slopes.  A3  a  result.  Deep  Creek  Valley 
is  better  watered  than  most  valleys  in  Nevada.  Several  mountain  streams  flow 
down  to  form  Deep  Creek  and  there  are  many  wild  grass  meadows.  This  is  the 
first  fertile  valley  west  of  the  qreat  salt  flats,  and  is  somewhat  of  an 
oasis  even  though  still  being  considered  an  arid  valley. 

3. 3. 2. 3  Vegetation: 

Vegetation  is  identical  to  that  found  under  the  proposed  airspace  boundaries. 
3.  3.  2.  4  An  imal  s: 

Game  aa  for  the  oroposed  alternative. 

3.  3 .  2 . 5  Ag  ri  cu  It  ure: 

identical  to  trie  proposed  alternative,  however,  because  this  area  is  larger 
with  a  higher  population  density  there  is  relatively  more  ranching  and 
f'_  rming . 


3 , 3, 2. 6  Mining  : 

Identical  to  the  proposed  action. 

3.  3.  2. 7  Recreat  i  on : 

Recreational  activities  of  this  alternative  are  identical  in  type  to  that  of 
the  proposed  alternative.  However,  because  of  the  larger  population  density 
to  the  south,  the  more  accessible  areas  are  located  closest  to  the  southern 
half  of  this  proposal. 

3. 3. 2. 8  Tour  ism; 

Identical  to  the  proposed  alternative. 

3. 3. 2.9  Socio-Economic  Conditions: 


Identical  to  the  proposed  alternative. 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES: 


This  chapter  provides  general  background  and  the  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  proposed  action.  This  proposal  is  designed  to  avoid 
areas  of  known  population  as  much  as  possible. 

4.1  General  Background  On  Moise  and  Sonic  Boom  Characteristics; 

Noise  from  supersonic  operations  and  its  effect  on  the  human  environment  is 
the  primary  impact  associated  with  this  proposal.  Considerable  efforts  have 
been  made  to  quantify  the  sonic  boom  phenomena  and  its  impact  on  human 
health  and  wildlife;  however,  to  date,  no  one  has  been  able  to  conclusively 
identify  or  dismiss  potential  long  term  impacts.  The  literature  which  has 
been  reviewed  supports  the  conclusion  that  no  significant  long  term  impacts 
are  associated  with  this  proposal  at  the  levels  of  intensity  identified. 
Realizing  that,  at  a  minimum,  sonic  booms  are  annoying,  the  Mr  force  ha3 
reduced  the  scope  of  the  original  proposal  to  avoid  impacting  as  many  people 
as  possible. 

Noise  in  the  area  will  result  from  two  sources;  First  from  the  aircraft 
itself,  and  then  from  the  phenomenon  produced  when  an  aircraft  exceeds  the 
speed  of  sound  causing  a  3onic  boom.  The  aircraft  in  flight  produces  sound 
from  two  sources;  engine  noise  and  airframe  noise  as  the  aircraft  moves 
through  the  air,  When  the  aircraft  is  at  subsonic  speeds  (less  than  the 
speed  of  sound),  during  operations  proposed  for  the  supersonic  airspace,  the 
noise  levels  will  be  insignificant.  As  an  example,  if  50  sorties  per  da« 
wet'e  to  pass  directly  over  the  same  spot  at  10,000  feet  above  the  ground  (a 
very  unlikely  worst  case)  the  day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL)  would  be 
44.3  dB.  DNL  is  an  equivalent  sound  level  over  a  24-hour  period  that  is 
equal,  on  an  energy  basis,  to  the  fluctuating  noise  signal  under 
consideration  (aircraft  overflights)  with  a  10  decibel  penalty  added  to  any 
sounds  that  occur  in  the  night.  By  convention,  A-weighted  sound  exposure 
levels  are  used  to  calculate  the  DNL  values.  A  DNL  of  40  to  47  is  the 
typical  range  of  noise  levels  for  a  rural  community.  Day-night  average 
sound  levels  below  55  decibels  ate  considered  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency36  to  have  nc>  effect  on  public  health  and  welfare,  and 
sound  levels  below  65  decibels  are  generally  acceptable  for  residential 
purposes  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development3?  (the  goal  is 
55  decibels). 

At  the  present  time,  subsonic  operations  occurring  within  the  proposed 
supersonic  flight  airspace  include:  special  test  operations  and  their 
support  aircraft,  intercepts,  ingress  and  egress  flights  to  and  from  ground 
targets  on  DQD  land,  refueling  operations.  Red  Flag  exercises,  and  others. 
These  operations  often  take  place  at  elevations  below  the  normal  air-to-air 
combat  maneuvers  and  sometimes  below  5,000  feet  AGL.  Despite  using  lower 
elevations,  these  operations  are  so  widely  dispersed  throughout  the  proposed 
airspace  that  the  DNL  created  at  any  one  location  on  the  ground  is  small. 

If  approved  for  supersonic  flight,  aircraft  involved  in  air-to-air  training 
in  the  airspace  will  be  at  subsonic  speeds  during  most  of  their  flight,  but 

IV-1 


will  accelerate  to  supersonic  flight  when  conducting  basic  fighter  maneuvers. 
In  order  to  accelerate  to  supersonic  airspeeds,  the  F-16  will  use  the 
afterburner  (thrust  augmentation)  prior  to  going  supersonic.  Afterburner 
light-off  results  in  a  rapid  increase  of  the  sound  level  and  on  some  aircraft 
is  occasionally  misinterpreted  as  a  sonic  boom. 

When  aircraft  exceed  the  speed  of  sound,  or  Mach  1  as  the  airspeed  is 
referred  to,  a  particular  phenomenon  occurs  that  is  heard  by  individuals 
within  a  defined  range  as  a  sonic  boom.  The  boom  is  an  instantaneous  sound 
similar  to  a  thunder  clap  or  a  rifle  shot.  An  important  consideration  in 
the  assessment  of  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  is  t nat  not  all  booms  created 
are  heard  at  ground  level.  The  atmospheric  air  temperature  decreases  with 
height  above  ground.  This  temperature  gradient  acts  to  bend  the  sound  waves 
of  a  sonic  boom  upwards.  Depending  upon  the  aircraft  height  and  Mach  number, 
the  paths  of  many  sonic  booms  are  bent  upward  sufficiently  that  the  boom 
never  reaches  ground  level.  The  heights  and  Mach  numbers  produced  during 
P-16  combat  maneuvering  are  such  that  less  than  one  boom  out  of  every  three 
produced  is  likely  to  be  heard  at  ground  level.  This  same  phenomenon  also 
acts  to  limit  the  width  of  those  sonic  booms  that  do  reach  ground  level. 

This  concept  of  sonic  boom  "cut  off*  is  discussed  more  fully  in  Appendix  B. 

The  noise  levels  and  the  related  parameter  "overpressure"  from  sonic  booms 
vary  significantly,  depending  on  where  and  how  a  boom  i3  generated.  The 
overpressure  is  basically  a  function  of  the  distance  of  the  aircraft  from 
the  observer,  the  shape  of  the  aircraft,  and  the  airspeed  of  the  aircraft. 

The  maximum  overpressures  normally  occur  directly  under  the  flight  track  of 
the  aircraft  and  decrease  as  the  slant  range  from  the  aircraft  to  the 
observer  increases.  Because  of  the  normal  temperature  gradients  in  the 
atmosphere,  the  sonic  boom  waves  tend  to  refract  or  bend  upward  as  they  move 
away  from  the  aircraft  until  at  some  point,  out  to  the  side  of  the  flight 
path,  they  no  longer  reach  the  ground.  This  horizontal  distance  at  which 
the  waves  no  longer  touch  the  ground  is  called  the  cutoff  distance.  The 
sonic  boom  wave  overpressures  decrease  at  a  rate  proportional  to  the  -(3/4) 
power  of  the  3lant  range  between  the  aircraft  and  the  observer  until  they 
reach  a  distance  approximately  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  cutoff  distance. 
From  here  to  cutoff,  the  wave  disintegrates  more  rapidly.  This  phenomenon 
is  described  in  more  detail  in  Appendix  B. 

As  an  example,  if  an  F-16  aircraft  flying  at  supersonic  speed  and  at  15,000 
feet  above  the  ground  produced  a  sonic  boom  that  generated  an  overpressure 
of  2.4  pounds  per  square  foot  (psf)  directly  beneath  the  aircraft,  the 
overpressure  would  decay  as  shown  below; 


15,000  ft 
above  ground 


Ground 

Overpressure 

psf 


2.  4  2.  30  2.06  1.81  1.72  0.54 
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Knowledge  of  snni  r  Dooms  producer!  in  steady  rectilinear  flight  is  sufficient 
to  allow  for  predictions  of  the  phenomena.  The  effects  of  turns  and 
maneuvers  during  supersonic  flight  have  hoon  studied  by  the  French  during 
exercise  Jericho.  The  studv^11  was  an  intensive  investigation  into  the 
"focus"  nhenomenon.  A  focus  boom  occurs  when  shock  waves  from  an  aircraft 
in  supersonic  flight  converge  on  the  same  point  in  space  at  the  same  time. 

The  point  of  convergence  can  occur  either  on  the  ground  or  at  some  point  in 
file  atmosphere.  The  focus  boom  occurs  only  at  a  specific  location  and  does 
not  move  as  the  aircraft  moves.  Kstimates  of  the  intensified  overpressures 
occuring  as  a  result  of  focusing  range?  from  two  to  five  times  the  peak 
nominal  overpressure. 

Aircraft  in  supersonic  flight  are  most  likely  to  produce  focus  booms  that 
may  reach  the  ground  while  performing  three  particular  maneuvers;  linear 
accelerations,  turns  and  pushovers.  Other  maneuvers  such  as  pull  ups, 
decelerations,  larqe  radius  turns,  and  small  curvatures  of  the  flight  path 
do  not  generate  focus  booms.  Focus  booms  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in 
Appendix  B.  In  one  Air  Force  test  on  fiqhter  aircraft,  206  sonic  booms  were 
produced,  of  which  18  booms  were  reported  py  residents.  From  the  evaluation 
of  this  test  data,  it  was  Galloway's  41  subjective  opinion  that  one  of  the 
eighteen  nooms  could  have  been  a  focus  boom.  The  Air  Force,  along  with 
other  POD  services,  is  involved  in  efforts  to  model  the  situation  to 
determine  where  and  in  wnat  situations  focus  booms  will  he  generated. 

Aircraft  oppratinq  at  supersonic  soeeds  will  also  produce  shock  waves  that 
travel  in  tne  atmosphere  above  the  aircraft.  When  these  waves  hit  the 
region  of  the  atmosphere  where  temperature  increases  as  altitude  increases 
(the  inverse  condition  to  what  normally  occurs  at  lower  altitudes)  they  are 
refracted  back  toward  earth.  Shock  waves  created  below  the  aircraft  that 
hounce  off  the  ground  or  which  refract  upwards  before  reachinq  the  earth, 
will  eventually  go  back  to  earth  in  a  similar  fashion.  These  type  shock 
waves  form  a  secondary  boom  carpet  at  ground  level  outside  the  primary 
carpet.  However,  they  create  very  minor  overpressures  (on  the  order  of 
0.001  to  0.01  psf)  and  have  not  been  associated  with  any  significant 
community  response  or  adverse  impact.  This  phenomenon  of  a  secondary  boom 
carpet  is  discussed  further  in  Appendix  B,  but  it  is  not  discussed  further 
as  a  potential  adverse  environmental  impact. 

sonic  booms  and  their  effects  have  been  studied  extensively  by  the  Air  Force, 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  and  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  (NASA).  Appendix  B  contains  a  review  of  the  literature 
in  this  area  and  discusses  several  tests  conducted  to  determine  sonic  boom 
overpressure  effects  on  people,  structures  and  animals. 

A  simplified  method  for  the  calculation  of  sonic  !?oom  charact  er  i  st.  i  cs  for  a 
wide  variety  of  supersonic  aircraft  configurations  and  spacecraft  operating 
at  altitudes  up  to  76  km  (47,2  miles)  has  been  developed.  Sonic  boom 
overpressures  and  signature  duration  may  be  predicted  for  the  entire  affected 
ground  area  for  vehicles  in  level  flight  or  in  moderate  climbing  or 
descending  flight  paths.  The  outlined  procedure  relies  to  a  qreat.  extent  on 
the  use  of  charts  to  provide  generation  and  propagation  factors  for  use  in 
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r  e  I  a  1. 1  ve  1  v  s:ni[,i(i  expr<>v;irjns  for  si  gnat  ore  oa  1  cm  1  at.  ion.  Computational 
regui  rement  s  can  Op  rft.no  by  htnd-lv'ld  scientific  ca  1  cu  1  ator  r; .  The  method  is 
explained  in  detail  in  Appendix  R.  n  uses  basic  aircraft  operating 
conditions;  Macn  Numher,  altitude,  weight,  and  flight  oath  angle.  The 
estimate  provided  by  tne  mettod  tends  to  be  corner  vat.  i  ve ;  tnat  is,  the  over¬ 
pressure  derived  is  the  maximum  possible.  Other  factors  such  as  non-standard 
temperature  and  winds  are  not  accounted  for  in  this  conser vac i ve  analysis  for 
simplicity.  These  factors  tend  to  distort  the  sonic  hoom  shock  w;.  ves  and 
most,  often  decreases  maximum  overpressures. 

The  to) lowing  chart  shows  the  maximum  overpressure  to  be  expected  directly 
under  the  flight  track  of  F-16  operations  in  the  proposed  supersonic  fliqht 
airspace  at  representative  airspeeds  and  five  altitudes.  Ar  distance  from 
the  flight  tr  ck  increases,  the  overpressure  decreases  as  discussed  earlier. 

MAXIMUM  OVER  PRESSURE  EXPECTED  AT  A  GROUND  I.EVET. 

_  ALTITUDE  OF  5000  FEET  MSL 
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Ml  these  overpressures  are  well  inside  the  limits  of  those  overpressures 
exoect.ed  to  cause  any  structural  damage  otht1  than  occasional  breakage  of 
oliss.  Also,  Air  Force  testing  with  fighter  aircraft  having  capabilities 
similar  r.o  the  F- 1 6  have  shown  an  average  supersonic  speed  of  Mach  1.106 
durn'iu  the  short  hursts  of  spend  with  only  0.3  of  the  booms  created  reaching 
the  ground. 

■  ■  .  ?  Proposed  Action: 

'!  'll"  senior,  addresses  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  The 
fr",i  comprising  the  proposed  action  is  shown  in  Figure  4 ..  1  and  was  developed 
in  response  to  public  comments  received  on  the  DRIS.  As  a  result  of  its 
r-’duced  size,  the  impacted  population  has  been  reduced  from  the  original  350 
to  less  than  50. 

t-fTis-'  th°  area  ot  th“  proposed  action  has  heen  so  dramatically  reduced, 
super  tonic  flight  may  tie  randomly  d i sc r i buteo  throughout  the  entire  airspace 
a nd  there  ate  pn  general  areas  for  whicn  concentrated  activity  can  currently 
pe  pi.i-dict.ed.  Therefore,  the  use  of  ellipses  as  a  general  analytical  tool 
w  te  iiscaided  a  nd  the  impacted  area  is  assessor]  as  a  whole  using  the  same 
'■  si'-  c.i  1  cn  i  at  i  ons , 

Rer  i  od  i  ea  |  1  y ,  res, dents  and  animal  lif*>  within  the  proposed  airspacp  will  be 
subjected  to  sonic  oms.  The  booms  will  be  comparable  t.o  nearly 
instantaneous  exposure  to  a  c  weighted  sound  exposure  level,  CSEL,  of  about 
)U(3  decibles  lasting  for  only  a  fraction  of  a  second,  not  unlike  a  rifle 
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In  November  of  1983,  personnel  from  Hill  AFB  visited  the  current 
■rsonic  flight  area  and  listened  to  sonic  booms  as  F-16  fighter  planes 
■i  directly  overhead  at  5,000,  10,000,  and  15,000  feet  AGL  at  Mach  1.2. 
irmal  measurements  ner?  taken,  not  taking  into  account  atmospheric 
lit  inns.  The  sound  leve:s  measured  ranged  from  approximately  110  to  120 
Loels.  which  are  comparable  to  the  figures  discussed  in  this  document, 
probability  of  hearing  a  given  number  of  sonic  booms  on  a  single  day  from 
one  point  in  the  proposed  supersonic  airspace  is  as  follows: 


Number  of  Booms 
Heard  Per  Day 


Probability  of  Hearing  Given  Number 
or  More  Booms  Per  Pay 


Air  Fore0  statistic?  indicate  that  the  average  period  of  supersonic  flight 
during  combat  maneuvers  is  15  seconds.  The  average  elevation  and  speed  for 
supersonic  flight  f r r  this  proposal  is  15,000  AGL  and  Mach  1.1  respectively. 
Typically,  this  would  result  in  a  boom  3.2  miles  long  and  3.4  miles  wide  on 
each  side  for  a  total  area  of  22  square  miles,  this  average  boom  will  occur 
approximately  25  times  per  day. 

The  inhabitants  of  sparsely  populated  and  quiet  remote  areas  might  reasonably 
b-.  expected  to  be  less  tolerant  of  sonic  booms.  Individuals  outside  of  the 
r..  v posed  airspace  may  occasionally  hear  sonic  booms,  depending  upon 
i Lmospheri c  conditions.  Callao  is  about  3  1/2  miles  from  the  edge  of  the 
i'ea.  With  normal  operations  occuring  in  the  proposed  airspace  this 
community  will  not  b?  impacted.  The  community  of  Tbapah  could  be  impacted 
by  rapidly  deteriorating  overpressures  under  unusual  atmospheric  conditions. 

"ha  community  of  Gold  Hill,  will  be  impacted  by  operations  occuring  in  the 
p  :-gosed  airspace.  The  majority  of  the  population  of  this  small  mining 
community  (approximately  30)  are  present  only  during  the  summer  months. 

4.2.1  Sonic  Boom  Rf  rents  on  People: 


v  c  boom  tests  have  been  conducted  at  overpressures  as  great  as  144  pounds 
f»-r  square  foot.  Tests  conducted  in  1968  at  Tonopah,  Nevada,  reported  that 
sonic  booms  with  overpressures  ranging  from  5fl  psf  to  144  psf  do  not  cause 
injury  to  people.  Observers  positioned  directly  under  the  flight  tracks  of 
aircraft  flying  at  less  than  100  feet  above  ground  reported  some  momentary 
discomfort,  fullness  and  ringing  of  the  ears  during  the  most  intense 
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booms . £  ->  A It  hough  hearing  acuity  was  not  measured,  subjects  reported  no 
observable  symptoms  of  hearing  loss  or  other  ear  involved  disabilities. 
Exposure  to  loud  sound  without  hearinq  protection  will  often  he  accompanied 
hy  a  temporary  rinqinq  of  the  ears.  The  ringinq  acts  as  a  warning  of 
acoustic  insult.  There  are  dozens  of  other  medical  causes  for  this  rinqinq, 
but  when  it  is  caused  hy  a  loud  sound,  it  will  subside  after  the  exposure 
unless  the  exposure  is  too  long  or  repeated  too  often.  Other  tests  at  lesser 
overpressures  have  reported  that  sonic  booms  do  not  cause  permanent  direct 
injury  to  people.  The  possibility  of  individual  injury  from  falling  objects 
or  injury  as  a  result  of  heinq  startled  hy  sonic  hoorns  has  not  been 
investigated.  Personal  injury  due  to  indirect  effects  of  sonic  booms  occur 
very  infrequently,  but  the  possibility  of  such  effects  cannot  be  eliminated. 

Sonic  booms  in  the  proposed  supersonic  fliqht  airspace  will  he  qenerated  by 
aircraft  flying  at  altitudes  in  excess  of  5,000  feet  AGI,  with  most  booms 
being  created  at  elevations  from  10,000  to  20,000  feet  AGL.  The  sonic  boom 
overpressure  at  qround  level  for  an  F-16  at  10,000  feet  AGL  and  Mach  l.l 
airspeed  (the  averaqe  airspeed  used  during  supersonic  flight  periods)  would 
no  expected  to  be  about  3.51  psf .  At  5,000  feet  AGL,  the  lowest  altitude  to 
ne  allowed  for  supersonic  training  in  the  proposed  airspace,  an  F-16  at  Mach 
l.l  would  create  an  overpressure  at  qround  level  of  about  6.36  psf.  Although 
3.52  psf  and  even  6.36  psf  overpressure  is  well  Pelow  that  experienced  during 
the  tests  in  Tonopah,  Nevada,  that  caused  no  physiological  damage,  tests 
conducted  in  both  the  United  States  and  in  Canada  have  demonstrated  that  a  4 
psf  sonic  boom  is  considered  annoying  to  most  people.  Section  4.1  and 
Appendix  B  contain  comparison  tables  to  show  maximum  calculated  overpressure 
resulting  from  various  supersonic  speeds. 

The  greatest,  impact  of  sonic  booms  on  people  is  an  annoyance  factor  resulting 
from  people  heinq  startled  by  the  boom.  The  annoyance  factor  can  be  caused 
hy  a  variety  of  factors  including  house  rattles  and  vibrations,  interruptions 
of  activities,  sleep,  conversations,  television,  damage  to  personal  property. 
This  depends  on  personal  characteristics  and  the  psychological  makeup  of 
individuals  exposed.  Startling  is  also  responsible  for  creating  fear  in  some 
individuals.  This  fear  is  due  to  the  loud,  unexpected  sounds  that  surprise 
the  individual.  Although  some  adaptation  may  be  expected  with  repeated  sonic 
booms,  this  is  a  primitive  response  and  whenever  an  adequate  stimulus  occurs, 
•a  startle  response  ordinarily  follows. 

Gome  experiments  have  shown  a  tendency  for  sonic  boom  exposure  to  degrade  the 
performance  of  certain  visual,  sleeting  and  tracking  tucks,  while  others  have 
■shown  -io  effect,  on  performance.20  Nowakiwsky  (  1  974)  subjected  automobile 
drivers  to  sonic  booms  of  3  psf  with  no  apparent  affect  on  their  ability  to 
handle  the  vehicles.  Sonic  booms  tiave  also  been  reported  to  interrupt  work, 
rest,  recreation,  school  and  other  day-to-da-,  activities.  The  actual 
acoustic  masking  effect  of  the  boom  is  negligible  because  its  duration  is 
only  a  fraction  of  a  second.  However,  the  actual  interruption  will  often 
last  longer  than  the  boom  whether  or  not  startle  occurs;  conversation  and 
comments  about  the  boom  may  cont ini;  •  after  the  fact,  thought  processes  may 
be  interrupted  without  immediate  recovery,  and  group  activities  may  require 
a  short  time  to  resume  their  previous  business.  It  may  take  several  minutes 
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before  tne  interrupted  activity  is  fully  resumed  and  order  is  restored  in 
the  case  of  qroups  of  individuals.  The  response  is  1 arqely  dependent  upon 
the  individual  subjects  and  the  sonic  boom  overpressure. 

The  procedure  used  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
Department  of  Housinq  and  Urhan  Development to  assess  the  impact  of  sonic 
noom  exposures  on  people  relates  the  long-term  averaqe  C-weighted  day-niqht 
aver*,  e  sound  level  produced  by  booms  to  the  number  of  people  that  would  be 
high!  'proved  by  the  booms.  This  procedure  was  developed  by  the  National 
Reseat  n  ouncil  of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  through  its  Committee  on 
Hearing,  Bioacoustics,  and  Biomechanics. 38, 43  c-weighted  sound 

exposure  level  was  chosen  in  lieu  of  the  normal  A-weighted  level  because  it 
provides  a  more  reasonable  measure  of  the  low  frequency  sound  pressures 
associated  with  high  energy  impulses  such  as  those  generated  by  sonic 
booms, ^  The  procedure  is  based  upon  results  from  several  laboratory 
studies  and  social  surveys.  One  social  survey  was  conducted  in  Oklahoma 
City  where  the  residents  were  exposed  to  eight  sonic  booms  each  day  for  six 
months.  During  the  course  of  this  test,  they  were  asked,  on  three  separate 
occasions  to  assess  their  reactions  to  the  sonic  hooms.  Another  social 
survey  was  conducted  near  an  Array  base  where  civilian  residents  were  exposed 
daily  to  the  noise  from  large  artillery  practice  firings.  Laboratory  tests 
were  designed  to  explore  peoples'  anility  to  judge  the  relative  annoyance  of 
sonic  Dooms  and  subsonic  jet  aircraft  flyovers. 

Mo  definitive  stance  on  physiological  ill-health  can  be  made  at  this  time. 
There  is  little  doubt  that,  noise,  including  sonic  booms,  acts  as  a  stressor, 
nut  it  is  not  known  with  any  degree  of  certainty  whether  prolonged  exposure 
results  in  cumulative  pathology.  Some  research  has  been  conducted  to 
determine  the  link  between  noise  and  ill-health;  however,  many  of  these 
studies  are  questioned  by  the  scientific  community.  CHAbA  was  requested  by 
OSH  A  and  EPA  to  consider  research  that  might  be  performed  to  examine  the 
effects  on  human  health  from  long  term  noise  exposure  for  industrial  workers 
and  the  qeneral  pojxilation,  respectively.  CHAHA's  conclusion  was  that 
auditory  effects  were  fairly  well  defined;  however,  in  1  iqht  of  the  data 
reviewed  on  non-audi tory  effects  it  would  be  prudent  to  ohtain  more  critical 
research,  while  these  considerations  are  primarily  for  general  audible  and 
industrial  impact  noises,  it  is  stressed  that  specific  data  on  sonic  booms 
is  also  needed.  Tne  EPA  indicates  that  due  to  the  frequency  range  of  sonic 
booms,  they  may  not  ne  as  harmful  as  other  high  frequency  impact  sounds. 

Researchers  like  Kryter  indicate  that  if  ill-health  can  result  from  noise, 
the  connection  is  probably  due  to  psychological  stress  factors.  If  this  is 
the  connection  and  one  accepts  the  social  surveys  that  predict  annoyance  as 
a  factor  of  noise  levels,  then  one  would  conclude  that  a  very  low  percent, 
if  any,  of  the  exposed  people  in  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  area  would 
develop  nori-uudi  tory  ill-health  conditions. 

Public  commentors  urqed  the  Air  Force  to  provide  a  "worst  case’  analysis  of 
the  potential  health  effects  caused  by  sonic  booms.  However,  specific 
predictions  of  such  impacts  are  not  possible.  Additional  years  of  reserch 
are  needed  to  scientifically  determine  causal  connections  or  to 
realistically  predict  generalized  health  effects  based  upon  noise. 
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Npvpr  the  1  mg  ,  it  has  been  suggested  that  there  are  links  between  noise  and 
problems  such  as  hypertension,  cardiovascular  changes,  increased  neuroloqic 
and  gastrointestinal  disturbances,  changes  in  the  course  of  pregnancy,  and 
changes  in  hormone  level  and  other  chemical  balances.  These  effects  are 
exemplary  of  conditions  associated  with  stress.  While  such  effects  have 
been  suggested,  no  method  is  available  to  predict  either  any  specific 
reaction  or  the  proportion  of  the  community  which  could  be  affected. 

Although  such  effects  cannot  be  dismissed,  prevailing  scientific  opinion 
supnorts  the  expectation  that  the  predicted  noise  exposure  would  not  cause 
the  effects  speculated  on  above. 

It  is  recognized  that  future  research  may  provide  a  better  understanding  of 
the  relationship  between  noise  and  non-aud i tory  ill-health;  however,  in  the 
interim,  decisions  must  be  based  on  the  data  supported  by  the  scientific 
community. 

4. 2, 2  Sonic  3oom  Effects  on  Animals: 

Several  agencies  and  organizations,  including  she  States  of  Utah  and  Nevada, 
have  expressed  concern  over  the  proposed  action's  impact  on  fish  and 
wildlife.  Since  these  impacts  are  limited  to  those  resulting  from  the  sonic 
booms,  they  are  addressed  in  the  following  paragraphs.  In  summary,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  no  adverse  impact  on  the  bald 
eagle  or  peregrine  falcon  beyond  those  which  may  already  exist  due  to  the 
present  low  level  operations  by  military  aircraft.  There  has  been  one 
documented  sightinq  of  the  peregrine  falcon  in  the  area  of  concern,  and  the 
nald  eagle  is  known  to  frequent  some  of  the  area.  Tne  impact  on  the  spotted 
bat  is  unknown  as,  according  to  3LM,  the  extent  of  its  distribution  is  also 
unknown.  Sonic  booms  do  not  appear  to  pose  a  threat  to  fish  or  fish  egqs. 
Within  the  proposed  airspace  there  is  a  population  of  steptoe  dace,  an 
endangered  species.  However,  no  impact  on  this  species  is  anticipated. 

Another  animal  species  of  possible  concern  is  the  rare  Snake  Valley  (Utah) 
cutthroat  trout  for  which  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  is  one  of  the  few 
remaining  areas  of  existence.  The  State  of  Utah  has  expressed  the  concern 
that  the  number  of  sonic  booms  impacting  this  habitat  may  result  in 
landfalls  and  landslides  which  could  block  creeks,  prohibiting  fish  movement 
and  reproduction.  It  is  unlikely  sonic  hooms  would  impact  geological 
formations.  Normal  supersonic  operations  should  have  no  impact  on  this 
habi tat . 

Although  domestic  livestock  have  been  observed  during  exposure  to  sonic 
noorns,  their  reactions  have  not  been  conclusive  and  in  most  cases,  indicated 
only  recognition  of  a  sound  stimulus.  One  study  indicated  that  sooty  tern 
reproduction  rates  were  severely  reduced  when  the  eggs  we  exposed  to  intense 
sonic  hooms  with  overpressures  1  Of)  psf  or  mote.  Generally,  though,  the 
magnitude  of  animal  responses  to  sonic  boom  overpressure  normally  experienced 
has  been  slight. 

Avain  species  will  occasionally  run,  fly  or  crow.  A  series  of  tests 
conducted  at  the  Agii cultural  Research  Center,  Reltsville,  Maryland,  also 
concluded  that  the  behavior  reactions  of  large  animals  to  the  sonic  hooms 
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were  minimal.  It  was,  however,  noted  that  the  reactions  by  animals  were  more 
pronounced  to  low  flying  subsonic  aircraft  than  to  rooms.  The  reactions  were 
of  similar  magnitude  and  nature  to  those  resulting  from  flying  paper,  the 
presence  of  trange  persons,  or  moving  objects,  which  may  indicate  that 
stress  may  be  pronounced  when  an  object  is  seen.  Observations  reported  by 
U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  personnel  regarding  responses  of  big 
horn  sheep  on  the  Luke  Air  Force  Fanqe,  Arizona,  to  sonic  booms  indicate 
minimal  impacts  or  disturbance  to  the  sheep.  These  observations  are  listed 
in  Appendix  B. 

Wild  animals  known  to  live  in  the  region  include  small  mammals,  reptiles, 
antelope,  mule  deec ,  bobcats,  mountain  lions  and  other  carnivore  ranging 
from  coyotes  to  ermine.  Also,  there  have  been  documented  sight.inqs  of 
numerous  raptors  and  other  avian  species,  including  observations  of  high 
densities  of  golden  eagles  year-round  and  bald  eagles  using  the  area  for 
winter  nanitat.  Other  wildlife  in  the  area  is  characteristic  of  the  western 
desert  and  mountain  area.  The  only  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
that  might  affect  these  species  is  the  sonic  booms  resulting  from  the 
proposed  training.  Generally,  the  most  delicate  and  sensiti  ~  behavior  of 
animals  is  that  associated  with  biological  reproduction.  Although  sonic 
booms  may,  under  extreme  and  unusual  circumstances,  affect  this  behavior, 
neither  modification  of  reproductive  behavior  nor  adverse  animal  responses 
have  been  related  to  the  type  and  magnitude  of  sonic  booms  that  would  be 
experienced  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace. 

A  study^0  conducted  in  1980  and  1981  under  cooperative  agreement  between 
the  UBFW.g  and  the  Air  Force,  involved  data  gathering  at  40  breeding  sites  of 
8  species  of  raptorial  birds  in  an  effort  to  record  responses  to  low  level 
jets  and  sonic  booms.  Falcon  and  eagle  species  were  subjected  to  a  total  of 
1000  jet  passes  and  over  100  real  or  simulated  Dooms.  During  the  1080 
portion  of  the  study,  boom  responses  were  recorded  at  15  eyries  for  9 
species  (including  --  peregrinp  falcon  eyries)  and  low  level  jet  responses 
were  recorded  at  19  eyries  (including  5  pereqeine  eyries)  for  7  species.  The 
objective  in  each  experiment  was  to  simulate  a  worst  case  situation  (i.e., 
booms  louder  than  normal  or  repeated  passes  with  aircraft  lower  and  closer 
than  would  be  expected  in  routine  low  level  maneuvers).  The  rationale  being 
that  if  severe  behavioral  responses  could  not  be  generated  in  the  worst  case 
experiments,  then  one  could  logically  conclude  that  responses  to  less  intense 
stimuli  would  be  less  severe.  The  second  year  of  the  study  concentrated  on 
the  oeregrino  falcon  and  its  closest  Arizona  kin,  the  prairie  falcon.  Four 
pairs  of  prairie  falcons  were  subjected  to  extreme  test  situations  (i.e., 
the  daily  maximum  for  jet  passes  was  42  at  one  eyrie,  and  23  booms  at 
another)  during  the  courtship  and  incubation  phases  of  the  nesting  cycle, 
when  they  were  most  likely  to  ahandon.  All  phases  of  the  breeding  cycle 
were  also  tested  in  the  percqrine.  Finally,  all  sites  tested  in  1980  were 
revisited  to  determine  reoccupancy  rates.  The  conclusion  of  the  study  with 
regard  to  sonic  booms  are:  (1)  small  nestlings  do  not  respond  noticeably, 

(2)  large  nestlinqs  are  alerted  or  alarmed;  less  often  vounq  will  cower,  (3) 
occasionally  adults  respond  minimally  if  at  all  to  loud  booms,  and 
(4)  adult  behavior  indicative  of  site  abandonment  was  not  observed.  The 
report  further  summarized  by  stating, 
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'...while  the  birds  observed  for  this  study  were  often  noticeably 
alarmed  by  the  subject  stimuli,  the  negative  responses  were  brief  and  never 
productivity  limiting.  In  general,  the  birds  were  incredibly  tolerant  of 
stimulus  loads  which  would  likely  be  unacceptable  to  humans. * 

Under  the  heaviest  loading  conditions  expected,  the  land  area  beneath  the 
airspaces  identified  earlier  may  experience  as  many  as  25  sonic  booms  on  a 
weekday.  Any  single  location  beneath  the  airspace  will  be  subjected  to  only 
a  portion  of  t-hia  number.  Considering  the  relatively  high  altitude  of  the 
sonic  hoom  activity  and  low  numbers  of  sonic  booms  expected  to  be  perceived 
by  a  single  ground  location  within  the  area,  the  anticipated  noise  impact  on 
endangered  species  and  wildlife  appears  to  be  slight. 

Cottereau  of  the  National  Veterinary  School  of  Lyon,  Lyon,  France,  reports 
in  all  the  studies  concerning  sonic  booms,  whether  real  or  simulated  booms, 
the  authors  came  to  the  same  general  cone  1 usi nns :  Sonic  booms  and  subsonic 
flight  noise  has  very  little  effect  on  the  animals  behavior.  He  goes  further 
to  say  about  sonic  booms,  "Chronic  direct  effects  on  wild  animals  have  not 
been  investigated,  but  no  significant  effects  of  this  kind  ace  presently 
foreseen . " ' J 

An  FAA  study*9  completed  in  1973  arrived  at  the  followinq  conclusions: 

1.  Animal  damage  claims  are  only  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  total 
damage  claims  that  have  been  submitted  to  the  Air  Force. 

2.  The  behavioral  reactions  of  farm  animals  to  sonic  booms  are,  for 
the  most  part,  mi n i ma 1 , 

3.  All  experimental  evidence  to  date  indicates  that  the  exposure  of 
mink  to  sonic  booms  does  not  affect  reproduction. 

4.  All  experimental  evidence  to  date  indicates  that  the  exposure  of 
chicken  eggs  to  sonic  booms  does  not  affect  their  hatchaoi 1 i ty . 

5.  Sonic  booms  do  not  appear  to  pose  a  threat  to  fish  or  fish  eggs. 

6.  Knowledge  concerning  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  wildlife  is 
limited,  hut  it  appears  that  sonic  booms  do  not  pose  a  significant  threat. 
While  available  data  indicates  wildlife  and  animals  demonstrate  limited 
response  and  no  nestling  death  or  eyrie  abandonment,  questions  on  long  term 
protract'd  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  remain  to  be  studied. 

4.2.3  p  inir  boom  Effects  on  Structures: 

Three  larg«  scale  tests  account  for  the  hulk  of  recorded  data  available  in 
describing  structural  response  to  sonic  boom  overpressure.  The  most 
intensive  test  was  conducted  at  White  Sands,  New  Mexico,  where  21  structures 
of  various  design  and  construction  were  instrumented  and  then  exposed  to 
more  tnan  1,500  sonic  booms  with  overpressures  as  high  as  20  psf.^7  No 
damage  was  detected  for  overpressures  up  to  5  psf,  nor  was  there  evidence  of 
any  cumulative  damage  effects  after  a  series  of  806  successive  flights  at 
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about  5  psf.  The  only  evidence  of  damage  at  the  conclusion  of  the  tests, 
other  than  glass  breakage,  was  three  bricks  that  had  loosened  beneath  a 
window  ledge.  Additional  details  on  the  White  Sands  study  alonq  with  details 
on  the  other  two  larqe  scale  tests  are  provided  in  Appendix  fl.  The  results 
of  the  three  large  scale  sonic  boom  structural  tests  and  several  other  tests 
were  analyzed  by  NASA.  Tn  their  conclusion  they  make  the  following 
statement: ® 

The  extensive  series  of  overflight  tests  have  provided 
valuahle  data  on  the  order  of  magnitude  of  responses  to  he 
expected.  These  tests  show  that  building  structures  in  good 
repair  should  not  be  damaged  at  boom  overpressures  less  than 
about  11  Ib/ft.^  However,  it  is  recognized  that  considerable 
loading  variability  occurs,  owing  to  atmospheric  effects, 
and  that  the  residual  strength  of  structures  varies 
according  to  usage  and  natural  causes.  Thus,  there  is 
a  small  probability  that  some  damage  will  be  produced  by  the 
intensities  expected  to  he  produced  by  supersonic  aircraft. 

fly  far,  the  largest  percentage  of  sonic  boom  damage  claims  stems  from  broken 
or  cracked  glass  damage.  All  of  the  tests  conducted  in  the  United  states 
have  confirmed  that  glass  damage  is  the  most  prevalent  damage  caused  by 
sonic  booms. As  addressed  in  Appendix  a,  predicting  whether  or  not 
glass  will  break  due  to  a  certain  sonic  boom  overpressure  depends  upon 
various  factors,  i.e.,  the  surface  condition  of  the  glass,  the  overpressure 
geometry  and  duration,  the  atmospheric  moisture  content  and  the  composition 
of  the  glass  itself,  fly  using  a  data  base  of  unpublished  static  test  results 
provided  by  I>ibbev~Owcnc-Ford  Company,  a  statistical  analysis  was  performed 
to  determine  the  probability  of  glass  breakage  for  various  overpressures. 

If  all  flight  patis  are  considered  equally  likely,  that  is,  the  aircraft 
could  approach  from  any  direction,  then  the  probability  of  breakage  for  good 
glass  at  various  lominal  overpressures  is  shown  below. 


Probability  of  Rreakac 
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If  the  aircraft  were  to  approach  from  head-on  perpendicular  to  the  plane  the 
window,  the  probability  would  increase  somewhat,  as  shown  below: 


Over  pre  ss  ures 
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Note  that  for  the  overpressures  previously  discussed,  around  4  psf,  the 
probability  of  breakage  is  about  one-tenth  of  one  percent.  Therefore,  a  few 


windows  can  ne  exoected  to  tie  broken  or  cracked  as  a  result  of  the  sonic 
booms  created  in  the  proposed  airspace.  The  Air  Force  has  established 
procedures  to  recover  the  costs  of  damage  resulting  from  sonic  booms.  Refer 
to  section  4.12.3  for  an  explanation  of  the  Air  Force  claims  process. 

4.2.4  Sonic  Room  Effects  on  Terrain  and  Seismic  Activity : 

Several  studies  have  been  performed  to  study  the  magnitude  of  seismic  effects 
resulting  from  sonic  booms . 2  1  One  study  by  Goforth  and  McDonald  concluded 
that  tne  static  deformation  that  occurs  at  the  surface  is  unlikely  to  build 
up  sufficiently  to  constitute  a  menace  to  structures.  Although  identified 
as  a  concern  by  the  State  of  Utah  ,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  impact  of 
sonic  booms  on  geologic  formations  would  be  sufficient  to  generate  landfalls 
or  1 andsl ides . 

There  has  been  some  concern  that  supersonic  flights  over  mountainous  areas 
could  cause  avalanches  under  certain  conditions.  In  1967,  the  National  Park 
Service  attributed  damage  to  two  National  Park  areas  caused  by  falling  earth 
and  rock  immediately  after  a  sonic  boom. 21  The  only  test  in  the  United 
State?  to  study  tne  possibility  of  avalanche  was  conducted  in  the  Star 
Mount  tin  area  near  Leadville,  Colorado.27  No  avalanche  was  observed  as  a 
direct  result  oi  a  sonic  boom.  Therefore,  the  potential  for  sonic  booms 
triggering  avalanches  remains  largely  unknown. 

4.2.5  Sonic  Booms  Effects  on  Areas  Beyond  the  Airspace  Boundaries : 

Sonic  booms  may  be  expected  to  travel  beyond  the  area  boundaries.  The 
distance  a  sonic  boom  will  travel  depends  on  the  aircraft  altitude,  airspeed, 
and  atmospheric  conditions  such  as  prevailing  winds.  Usinq  the  decay  rate 
equation,  there  would  still  be  calculable  overpressure  at  any  lateral 
distance  from  the  boom  suurce.  However,  in  reality  these  Shock  waves  tend 
to  refract  back  into  the  atmosphere.  Since  these  lateral  shock  waves  travel 
further  than  those  directly  beneath  the  plane,  tney  move  farther  through  the 
atmosphere  and  are  refracted  more.  The  lateral  cutoff  distance  is  that  Doint 
where  the  shock  waves  start  qraxinq  the  ground;  at  qreater  lateral  distances, 
the  waves  refract  back  into  the  atmosphere  never  reaching  the  ground. 
Atmospheric  conditions  such  as  prevailing  winds  may  shift  the  lateral  extent 
of  the  sonic  boom  to  greater  distances  than  the  theoretical  cutoff  distance. 

Under  average  operating  conditions,  the  shock  waves  will  travel  approximately 
4.3  miles  out  from  the  flight  path  of  the  olane.  At  the  maximum  airspeed 
and  minimum  altitude  allowed  (M  =  1.3  and  5,000  AGh)r  the  maximum  lateral 
cutoff  distance  of  the  sonic  boom  will  only  be  shout  1.4  miles  from  the 
aircraft  flight  track.  At  t.he  same  maximum  airsr*?ed  hut  at  30,000  feet  MSI., 
the  maximum  cutoff  distance  increases  to  11  miles  with  overpressures 
substantially  less  than  when  the  boom  is  created  at  5,000  feet  AGL.  Under 
this  ?et  of  conditions,  the  ground  beneath  would  experience  overpressures  of 
about  1.67  psf;  and  the  overpressure  on  the  ground  at  the  11  mile  distance 
would  die  down  to  0,30  psf.  The  above,  11  mile  distance,  represents  the 
widest  spread  of  sonic  waves  that  is  expected  from  the  proposed  action. 

When  looking  at  Figure  4,0,  note  that  all  of  the  airspace  is  contiguous  to 
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the  eastern  side  ot'  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  and  already 
within  the  restricted  airspace  of  the  UTtr.  As  such,  the  land  areas  below, 
parts  of  the  proposed  airspace,  are  already  subjected  to  noise  from  military 
aircraft  flying  at  subsonic  speeds  at  elevations  as  low  as  100  feet  AGL.  In 
fact,  the  community  of  Gold  Hi  1  is  now  close  enough  to  existing  "Southern 
Supersonic  Flight  Airspace"  that  it  is  probably  exoosed  to  occasional  sonic 
boom  overpressures  created  in  that  airspace.  By  the  same  token,  the  land 
beneath  the  northeastern  corner  of  the  proposed  airspace  is  most  likely 
already  exposed  to  occasional  sonic  boom  overpressures  because  the  existing 
supersonic  flight  airspace  is  adjacent  to  it.  The  most  populous  area  that 
could  be  impacted  by  this  worst  case  spread  of  shock  waves  is  the  town  of 
wendover.  Taking  into  con  si  derat i on  that  this  condition  will  rarely,  if 
ever,  occur  and  that  Wendover  is  only  on  the  fringe  of  the  impacted  area, 
fhere  should  oe  no  adverse  impacts  on  this  community. 


4.2.6  Impact  on  A irQual its 


The  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  overlays  portions  of  Elko  County  in 
Nevada  and  Tooele  County  in  Utah.  In  the  EPA  review  of  state  Air  Quality 
Control  Regions,  the  concentrations  of  particulate  matter  and  of  sulfur 
oxides  throughout  the  area,  with  the  exception  of  Tooele  County  in  Utah, 
were  listed  as  oeinq  "Better  Than  National  Standards".  Tooele  County  in 
Utah  is  listed  as  exceeding  primary  and  secondary  standards  for  sulfur 
oxides.  However,  these  violations  are  due  primarily  to  smelting  operations 
on  the  eastern  side  of  the  County,  some  90  miles  east  of  the  airspace.  The 
concentration  of  oxidant  (ozone)  is  listed  as  being  "Better  Than  National 
Standards"  in  Nevada.  Due  to  sparse  population  anrj  lack  of  ambient  air 
quality  monitoring  data,  EPA  considers  the  entire  area  to  be  "Better  Thar,  or 
Cannot  Be  Classified"  in  respect  to  attainment  of  the  carbon  monoxide  and 
nitrogen  oxide  standards  and  also  for  the  o zone  standard  in  the  Utah  portion 
of  the  area.  The  airspace  is  not  located  in  an  Air  Quality  Maintenance 
Area . 


Military  aircraft  conducting  flight  training  operations  within  the  ornposed 
airspace  will  emit  air  pollution  contaminants  of  particulate  matter, 
hydrocarbons,  carbon  monoxide  and  oxides  of  sulfur  and  nitrogen.  Table  1.0 
provides  an  estimate  of  the  projected  annual  pollutant  emissions  from  the 
proposed  air-to-ait  training  operations  within  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  airspace.  The  quantity  of  each  pollution  was  derived  using  data  for 
F-lfi  pollutant  em  sion  rates  ohtained  oy  Air  Force  testing  and  the 
projected  annual  hours  of  flying  activity  in  the  airspace  assuming  each 
f  sortie  lasts  23  minutes.  Sorties  qoing  into  this  airspace  are  normally 

*  scheduled  for  30  minute  blocks,  hut  because  of  this  airspace's  distance  from 

Hill  AFB  and  the  associated  fuel  constraints,  388  TFW  pilots  estimate  that 
each  sortie  will  last  from  15  to  30  minutes  (hence  the  23  minute  estimate). 
Local  pilots  also  estimate  that  afterhurners  are  used  for  an  accumulated 
time  of  2.S  to  3  minutes  during  the  training  sortie.  Therefore,  for  the 
purpose  of  estimating  air  pollutant  emissions,  it  will  be  assumed  that  each 
air-to-air  sortie  in  this  airspace  will  involve  20  minutes  at  military  power 
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sot.  t  i  rigs  and  3  minutes  at  aftattuni?r.  It  should  be  noted  that  individual 
afterburner  bursts  last  only  from  15  to  30  seconds  in  order  to  conserve 
fuel.  (The  most  advantageous  use  of  fuel  is  a  part  of  a  pilots  training.) 

TABLE  1.0 

PROJECTED  ANNUAL  EMISSIONS 
FROM  F-16  AIR-TO-AIR  SORTIES 

Emissions 
( Tons /Year ) 


Pol  In  taut  Propose  1 

CO  56.6 

HC  1  .  7 

NOX  461.3 

SOX  5  3.0 

Particulate  (Total)  7.0 


These  pollutants  will  be  emitted  over  a  large  area  and  at  an  elevation 
normally  ranging  f'om  10,000  to  20,000  feet  AGL.  Without  the  supersonic 
flight  airspace,  t  \is  area  will  still  have  to  accommodate  many  of  the 
air-to-air  sorties.  Therefore,  over  half  of  the  emissions  shown  in  Table 
1.0  would  still  be  emitted  within  the  airspace  and  possibly  with  more  at 
lower  elevations.  The  Envi ronmenta 1  Protection  Agency^-1  shows  the  area's 
mean  annual  morning  and  afternoon  mixing  heights  to  he  about  1000  feet  and 
6900  to  7900  feet  AGL,  respectively.  The  mixing  height  is  the  height  above 
1 1 it?  surface  through  which  relatively  vigorous  vertical  mixing  occurs.  The 
m-'an  annual  wind  speed  averaged  through  the  morning  and  afternoon  mixinq 
heights  are  9  and  13  miles  pel  hour,  respectively. 

All  supersonic  activity  will  take  place  above  5,000  feet  AGL  and,  therefore, 
well  above  the  mean  annual  morninq  mixinq  height.  It  is  also  estimated  that 
90  to  95  percent  of  the  supersonic  activity  will  take  -e  above  10,000 
feet  AGL  and  will  also  be  above  the  mean  annual  afternoon  mixing  height. 

That  pollution  which  is  emitted  within  the  mixing  height  should  not  create  a 
significant  negative  impact  necanse  the  area  has  good  dispersion 
characteristics.  Some  dispersion  will  also  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
turbulent  wake  behind  the  aircraft.  Those  pollutants  emitted  above  the 
mixinq  height  will  remain  aloft  until  the  mixing  height  exceeds  the  altitude 
in  which  the  pollutants  were  emitted.  By  this  time  the  DOllutants  probably 
will  have  traveled  a  great  distance  (sometimes  hundreds  of  miles)  and  would 
he  greatly  diluted  before  heing  returned  to  qround  level.  Considering  the 
amount  of  pollutants  shown  in  Table  1.0,  it  is  not  expected  that  the  quantity 
of  those  pollutants  returning  to  ground  level  would  change  ambient  air 
quality  in  the  area  or  in  any  other  air  quality  control  region. 
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4.2.7  Impact  on  Archeological  or  Historical  Sites: 


Seven  specific  archeological  sites  are  known  to  exist  within  the  Goshote 
Peak  wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA).  Statistical  projections  indicate  the 
possible  presence  of  about  990  open  aboriginal,  60  rock  shelters  and  50 
historic  sites  within  the  WSA. Also,  within  the  impacted  area  are  sites 
associated  with  the  old  pony  express  and  stage  trail  that  skirted  around  the 
south  end  of  the  Great  Salt  Lake  Desert.  (Much  of  this  desert  is  now  DOD 
owned  land  within  the  UTTR. )  The  trail  aits  north  at  Callao,  qoing  through 
overland  Canyon  at  the  northern  end  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains.  The  trail 
then  proceeds  southwest  to  Shellbourne  Pass  where  it  splits;  one  trail  north 
toward  Wells,  the  other  south  toward  Ely.  Once  past  Shellhourne,  the  trail 
is  out  of  the  area  of  concern.  As  a  result  of  some  preliminary  scoping,  the 
Utah  and  Nevada  State  Historical  Preservation  officers  have  provided  written 
determinations  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  no  impact  on  archeological 
or  historical  sites. 


4.2.8  Impact  on  Air  Traffic: 


Private  aircraft  arc  not  prohibited  from  use  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
portion  of  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace;  however,  the  vast 
majority  of  the  pro[>osed  airspace  is  presently  restricted.  This  airspace  is 
under  control  of  the  F A A  at  Salt  Lake  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 
(Artcc),  Salt  Lake  city,  Utah,  when  the  area  is  scheduled  for  military 
activities,  the  control  is  turned  over  to  tne  290th  Communications  Squadron 
of  the  Utah  Air  National  Guard.  As  compared  to  current  subsonic  fliqht 
operations,  supersonic  flight  training  will  not  result  in  special  procedures 
or  operating  limitations  being  placed  on  private  aiicraft.  A  majority  of 
tne  general  aviation  traffic  in  this  area  can  be  expected  to  operate  below 
1  0,0(10  feet  AGL  and  most  supersonic  training  can  be  expected  to  take  place 
anove  this  elevation.  The  Gandy  Range  Extension  MOA  is  depicted  on  the 
applicable  sectional  aeronautical  chart  to  warn  general  aviation  pilots  of 
the  specific  utilization  of  the  area  by  military  aircraft.  Based  on  this 
analysis,  the  proposed  action  should  nave  minimal  effect  beyond  current 
levels  on  general  aviation  in  the  area. 


The  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association  have  expressed  their  concern  that 
the  see-and-avoid  cc ncept  of  collision  prevention  cannot  be  depended  upon 
for  aircraft  operating  at  supersonic  speeds.  Their  concern  is  that  a  high 
collision  potential  would  exist  between  the  USAF  aircraft  flying  at 
supersonic  speeds  and  non-participating  Visual  Fliqht  Rules  (VFR>  civilian 
aircraft,  operating  below  positive  control  airspace  within  the  Gandy  MOA. 
However,  existing  military  operations  in  the  Gandy  airspace  already  involve 
speeds  approaching  the  speed  of  sound  and  a  see-and-avoi d  concept  alone  is 
not  strictly  depended  upon  in  these  instances.  Also  used  for  collision 
avoidance  is  the  internal  radar  system  of  participating  aircraft.  The  best 
aporoach  to  avoid  conflicts  is  for  private  pilots  requiring  access  to  the 
airspace  is  to  file  flight  plans  and  pay  attention  to  the  Notices  to  Airman 
put  out  by  the  FAA.  Even  thouqh  the  floor  of  the  proposed  supersonic 
airspace  is  5,000  feet  AGL,  military  aircraft  operating  at  supersonic  speeds 
miy  not  always  he  under  positive  radar  coverage  with  the  299th  Communications 
Squadron . 
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4 ,  2 . 9  Accidents: 


When  compared  individually  with  subsonic  air-tc-air  sorties,  allowing  the 
pilots  to  fly  short  bursts  at  supersonic  speeds  should  not  increase  the 
potential  for  an  aircraft  accident  (crash  or  jettison  of  external  stores) 
and  any  ensuing  effect  on  human  life,  property  or  animal  life.  However,  if 
approved  for  supersonic  flight,  more  air-to-air  sorties  will  he  scheduler)  for 
the  airspace  under  consideration  and  the  increased  number  of  sorties  would 
increase  the  chance  of  such  an  accident  in  that  area.  As  of  31  December 
1982,  the  F-16  at  Hill  AFH  had  accumulated  76,617  hours  of  flying  time  since 
it  was  introduced  into  the  Air  Force  inventory  at  Hill  in  January  1979. 

During  those  hours  there  were  sixteen  major  mishaps  or  accidents  involving 
F-16's  at  Hill  (fourteen  within  the  388  TFW  and  two  within  the  international 
training  unit,  no  longer  located  at  Hill  Afb).  None  of  these  accidents 
resulted  in  a  loss  of  civilian  life  or  property,  hut  one  did  involve  the 
loss  of  a  military  life.  Although  the  above  figures  indicate  a  low 
probability  of  an  aircraft  accident  affecting  the  area,  resident  fear  and 
anxiety  toward  aircraft  accidents  may  result  from  or  be  intensified  by  sonic 
boom  act ivi ty. 

4 . 3  Relationship  of  Proposed  Action  to  Land  Use  Plans,  Policies  and 
Cent  rol s; 

A  Notice  of  Intent  describing  the  nroposed  action,  identifying  the  Air 
Force’s  intention  to  prepare  a  Draft  En v i tonmen ta )  Impact  Statement  (DEIS), 
and  soliciting  comments  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  and  mailed  to 
the  State  and  Federal  agencies  listed  under  section  VI  of  this  document. 

The  same  information  was  also  made  available  through  a  public  news  release. 
Prior  to  the  notice  of  intent,  additional  scoping  was  accomplished  at  the 
local  level.  At.  that  time,  representatives  of  Hill  AFB  attended  a  session 
of  the  State  of  Utah's  Environmental  Coordinating  Committee  and  a  session  of 
the  Utah  Aeronautical  Committee  to  present  the  proposal  and  also  met  with 
representatives  of  the  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse.  'Phis  section  will  address 
the  land  use  concerns  voiced  in  the  comments  received  from  the  various 
agencies  and  discussed  at  the  meetings  attended  by  Air  Force  representatives. 

4.3.1  Access  tc  Affected  Area: 

4. 3.1.1  hand  Access: 


Trie  Gandy  Range  Extension  portion  of  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace 
is  now  designated  as  a  MOA  and  ATCAAA  while  the  remainder  is  designated  as 
restricted  airspace.  These  designations  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  movement 
or  restriction  of  ground  vehicles  below.  Likewise,  the  authorization  of  the 
airspace  above  6000  feet  AGT,  as  an  airspace  lor  supersonic  flight  has  no 
impact  on  the  movement  of  qround  vehicles  or  qrounu  access. 

4. 3.1.2  Access  to  Nonmilitary  Aircraft: 

Access  to  the  airspace  makinq  up  the  Gandy  Range  MOA  is  of  concern  to  private 
pilots  traversing  the  atea,  ranchers  monitoring  livestock,  and  to  State  and 
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Federal  wildlife  agencies  who  travel  through  the  area  while  performing  aerial 
censuses  of  wildlife.  Since  the  airspace  is  designated  as  a  MOA  and  an 
ATCAAA,  the  Gandy  Range  appears  on  aviation  maps  to  inform  pilots  that  the 
airspace  is  a  joint  usage  area  (may  be  under  military  or  FAA  control).  The 
area  is  designated  as  such  on  aviation  maps  with  the  objective  that  the 
potential  for  conflict  between  military  and  civilian  aircraft  be  minimized. 
When  at  15, GOO  feet  AGL  or  above,  all  military  flights  in  the  area  will  oe 
under  radar  surveillance  hy  and  in  contact  with  the  295th  Communications 
Squadron,  the  Utah  Air  National  Guard  unit  with  air  traffic  control 
responsibilities  for  the  Ranqe  Complex.  Any  time  the  Range  Complex  is 
scheduled  for  military  use  or  is  "not",  air  traffic  control  responsibilities 
will  switch  from  FAA  to  the  299th  or  "Clover".  During  these  "hot."  periods 
Clover  monitors  all  flights  within  the  restricted  airspace  and  the 
surrounding  moas  and  ATCAAAs .  The  Air  Force  is  now  installing  additional 
radar  in  tne  area  of  the  Range  to  better  insure  radar  coverage  at  all 
el evations. 

When  the  military  schedules  a  MOA,  such  as  the  Gandy  MOA,  the  FAA  puts  out  a 
Notice  to  Airman  (NOTAM)  that  the  MOA  has  been  activated.  Any  commercial  or 
private  pilots  flying  in  the  area  under  Instrument  Flight  Rules  (  IFR)  would 
be  notified  'if  the  activation  as  would  any  pilot  filinq  a  flight  plan. 
Although  increased  usage  of  the  Gandy  airspace  by  military  aircraft  (as  will 
probably  occur  if  approved  for  supersonic  speeds)  may  make  the  area  less 
attractive  to  civilian  pilots,  it  will  not  negate  the  joint  usage  policy  now 
existing.  The  majority  of  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  outside 
the  C.andy  Range  Extension  is  now  within  airspace  restricted  for  military 
opetat i ons . 

4.3.2  Recro  at  i  on  P  i  ins  : 

4.  3.  2.1  Wilderness  Areas: 

The  Wilderness  Act  of  1954  (PI,  88-577)  established  a  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  consisting  of  wilderness  areas  to  be  designated  on 
Federal  lands.  Wilderness  as  described  in  the  Act,  is  to  be  " .  .  .  an  area 
,  .  .  untrammeled  by  man  .  .  .  with  the  imprint  of  man's  worx  substantially 

unnoticable  .  .  .  (and  that)  has  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  .  . 

The  Act  further  provides  that  "there  should  be  no  ...  .  permanent  road, 

.  .  .  no  use  of  motor  vehicles,  motorized  equipment,  or  motor  boats,  no 
landing  of  aircraft,  no  other  form  of  mechanical,  transport,  and  no  structure 
or  installation  within  any  such  area." 

A  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  Range  and  the  Goshute  Mountain  Range 
were  identified  by  tne  Bureau  of  lard  Management  (BI,M)  as  an  inventory  unit 
possibly  havinq  these  characteristics  as  defined  by  the  wi ldprness  Act  of 
1964.  As  such,  field  inventories  of  the  area  were  conducted  to  determine 
the  presence  or  absence  of  these  qualities.  As  a  result  of  this  inventory, 
early  in  1980  RDM  identified  a  portion  of  the  original  Deep  Creek  Mountain 
and  Goshute  Peak  inventory  units  as  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (refer  to  Figure 
10.0). 

Since  a  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  and  Goshute  Mountains  have  been  identified 
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-i?;  a  wi  1  der  ness  Study  Areas  (WSA)  ,  a  study  will  he  conducted  as  part  of  a 
oomprehep.s i ve  land-use  planning  effort  by  BLM.  nurinq  this  study  phase,  the 
nuM ir  will  have  several  opportunities  to  comment  upon  other  resource  values 
within  the  WSA.  These  comments  will  be  considered  in  max.inq  land-use 
decisions  nrior  to  subsequent  recommendations  to  the  President  and  Congress 
on  the  area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability  as  wilderness.  Recause  the  areas 
have  been  identified  as  WSAs,  it  does  not  mean  that  they  will  be  recommended 
as  suitable  for  final  desiqnation  as  such  by  Conqress.  However,  the  RLM  is 
required,  under  Conq ressi ona 1  guidelines,  to  manage  the  USAs  durinq  the  study 
phase  to  preserve  wilderness  value  until  a  final  determination  on  wilderness 
suitability  or  unsuitability  is  made.  Durinq  this  time,  continuation  of 
exist i nq  mining  and  gracing  uses  will  be  allowed,  but  actions  (requlatory  or 
otherwise)  will  be  taken  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the 
lands  and  their  resources. 

It  is  noc  anticipated  that  the  oroposed  supersonic  activity  would  involve 
any  irreversible  damage  to  the  unique  qualities  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains 
or  Goshute  Beax  ,  There  would  be  no  landings  of  aircraft  in  the  area,  no 
drooping  of  live  or  inert  ordnance,  no  ground  vehicles  or  equipment  which 
mi  qht  tend  '.o  conflict  with  a  wilderness  area. 

South  Pequoa  and  Bluebell  WSAs  are  also  located  near,  but  outside  of  the 
proposed  airspace.  Bluebell  WSA  is  located  continuous  to  the  north  end  of 
Goshute  Peax  WSA.  It  max’  be  impacted  by  the  lateral  spread  of  some  over¬ 
pressures,  out  they  will  r>e  minor.  South  Pequop  WSA  in  located  approximately 
ten  miles  d:  e  west  of  the  Bluebell  and  Goshute  Peak  WSAs.'5'1  This  area 
should  not  "e  impacted  by  the  proposed  action. 

4.  3. 2.  2  Ceieral  Recreation: 

Recreational  activities  now  takino  pi  ace  in  the  land  area  beneath  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  are  of  the  outdoor,  individual,  or  small 
croup,  wilderness  experience  nature.  These  activities  include  hunting, 
hiking,  horse  riding,  camping,  nature  study,  etc.  The  type  of  activities 
where  the  values  of  unspoiled  nature  are  deliberately  sought.  Because  of 
the  remoteness  of  the  area,  t  n<>  total  number  of  people  participating  in  these 
activities  is  expected  to  be  small,  Noise  created  by  sonic  booms  would 
probuoly  lie  annoying  to  some  of  the  recreationists.  The  sonic  booms  will 
not.  involve  any  irreversiole  damage  to  the  recreational  capacity  of  the  area. 
Trn  <:  annoyance  is  unavoidable.  To  the  fullest  extent  possible,  based  on 
mission  requirement,  sensitive  periods  such  as  niqhtimp  and  generally 
weekends,  would  he  avoided,  thus  further  mitigating  possible  annoyances. 

4 .  k .  3  Wildlife  Management  Plans  ami  Policies: 

'Wildlife  agencies  have  expressed  concern  over  the  possible  conflict  between 
the  supersonic  flighr  proposal  and  plans  to  reintroduce  wildlife  into  the 
area.  RDM  and  the  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources  are  considerino 
reestablishing  bighorn  sheep  and  the  peregrine  falcon  in  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains.  nr,M  may  also  introduce  about  20  antelope  near  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains.  Although  flying  operations,  particularly  with  jet  aircraft, 
always  have  the  potential  for  bird  strikes,  these  operations  already  exist 
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and  iiav"  provided  no  indication  of  significant  bird  strike  problems  in  the 
area.  Studies  referenced  previously  indicate  that  sonic  booms  themselves 
should  have  no  adverse  impact  on  birds  or  other  wildlife  that  may  be 
reintroduced  into  the  area  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace, 

4 .  3 .  4  Future  Deve  1  opnient : 

The  State  of  Utah  has  expressed  their  concern  that  the  proposed  action  would 
devalue  those  state  lands  acquired  from  Conqress  for  the  development  or 
benefit  of  state  institutions.  Thev  contend  that  any  infringement  on  the 
potential  for  development  nv  any  aqetiey  would  be  in  direct  contrast  with  the 
1894  mandate  of  Congress  that  set  the  lands  aside.  The  impact  of  the 
proposed  action  on  long-term  development  is  discussed  in  the  next  section. 

4 . 4  9e1 ationship  detween  Local  Short-Term  Uses  of  the  Environment  and 

Maintenance  and  Enhancement  of  Long-Term  Productivity: 

Some  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  contacted  have  voiced  concern  over  the 
proposal  based  upon  the  potential  for  adverse  impact  the  noise  might  have  on 
wildlife,  land  values  and  recreational  opportunities.  Visitors  traveling 
through  the  area  are  often  attracted  there  because  of  its  quiet,  peaceful 
and  tranquil  rural  atmosphere.  There  is  concern  that  very  concentrated 
sonic  boom  activity  could  adversely  impact  the  future  development  of  wildlife 
programs,  recreational  opoortunj t i es,  and  land  values  in  the  area,  and  result 
in  these  interests  not  beinq  fully  developed.  Tn  1980,  a  contractor  working 
for  the  Air  Force  finalised  a  study-^0  on  the  economic  impact  of  sonic  booms 
on  four  existing  supersonic  fliqht  MOAs.  The  four  MOAs,  Sells  in  Arizona, 
White  Sands  in  New  Mexico,  Desert  in  Nevada,  and  Gladder,  in  Arizona,  had 
experience!  supersonic  activity  since  1968,  1969,  1974,  and  1977 
respectively.  The  evidence  obtained  by  this  study  allowed  the  contractor  to 
make  trie  following  conclusions  with  respect  to  the  impact  of  Ait  Force  sonic 
boom  activity: 

(1)  There  was  no  influence  exerted  on  population  changes. 

(2)  There  was  no  significant  impact  on  employment  and  labor  force 
qrowth  in  the  study  areas. 

(3)  There  had  been  no  loss  of  personal  income,  or  slow  down  of  growth 
which  would  have  resulted  in  negative  net  improvei'prits. 

(4)  There  was  no  impact  on  the  ability  of  retail  trade  to  expand. 

(6)  There  was  no  influential  role-  pi ayed  in  assessed  valuation 
changes  within  any  of  the  seven  counties  of  the  four  active  supersonic 
flight  MOAs. 

(A)  There  was  no  impact  on  i mpi ovements  in  land  values. 

(7)  The  tourism  industry  in  the  study  area  had  not  been  significantly 
impacted. 
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(8|  There  was  10  significant  impact  on  the  cattle  ranching  industry. 
(9)  There  was  no  significant  impact  on  the  mining  industry. 


It  is  anticipated  that  the  economic  impact  on  the  land  area  beneath  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  would  be  similar  to  that  exhibited 
beneath  the  four  study  MOAs.  The  land  areas  beneath  the  four  MOAs  exhibit 
numerous  similar  characteristics  to  that  beneath  the  airspace  under 
consideration  and  in  some  instances  have  facets  that  would  apoear  to  be  more 
sensitive  to  possible  impacts  (i.e. ,  retirement  home  developments  and 
tourism).  Also,  outside  of  the  possible  wildlife  proqrams  discussed  earlier 
and  the  wilderness  study  proposed  for  a  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains, 
there  appears  to  be  little  indication  that  there  are  any  significant  plans 
for  the  future  development  of  the  land  area  beneath  the  proposed  airspace. 

The  short-term  impact  of  sonic  hooms  on  wildlife  has  been  shown  by  several 
studies  to  be  minimal.  To  date  no  studies  have  indicated  any  adverse 
long-term  effects  on  wildlife. 


4 .  f>  IrceversiDle  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources: 


There  are  no  known  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  associated  with 
the  use  of  the  proposed  airspace  for  supersonic  flight  other  than  the  jet 
fuel  that  would  oe  consumed  in  ordinary  operations. 

4 . 6  Environmental  Consequences  --  Original  Proposal: 

4.6.1  Noise  Impacts: 

4. 6 . 1 . 1  General  : 

The  general  and  background  information  on  noise  and  sonic  booms  provided 
under  the  proposed  alternative  is  applicable  to  this  section. 

4. 6. 1.2  Original  Proposal: 

The  ellipses  used  in  the  following  discussion  are  utilized  as  a  noise 
evaluation  tool  to  better  define  noise  levels  in  g >neral  areas  of  higher 
aircraft  activity.  Because  they  are  not  defined  operating  areas,  the 
ellipses  (in  reality)  may  shift  or  not  occur  at  all. 

Air  Force  studies  of  the  Oceana  MO  A  on  F-15  aircraft  indicated  that,  except 
for  entry  and  exit  of  the  MOA,  air-to-air  combat  maneuvers  were  concentrated 
in  an  area  roughly  of  an  elliptical  shape.  Since  the  F-15  and  F  16  use 
similar  training  scenarios,  portions  of  this  data  will  be  used  to  estimate 
the  impact  of  F-16  operations.  Because  of  the  geographical  conditions 
beneath  this  airspace  and  because  of  the  location  of  the  existing  supersonic 
flight  airspace,  the  airspace  is  capable  of  facilitating  three  training 
areas,  modeled  by  ellipses,  where  the  noise  from  supersonic  activity  will 
tend  to  be  heard.  The  two  main  criteria  for  locating  these  training  areas, 
as  shown  in  Figure  11.0,  are  the  geography  of  the  underlying  land  and  the 
horizontal  spacing  allowed  between  adversary  aircraft.  The  areas  are 
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')on«rnlly  fmmd  over  low-lying  lands  or  valleys  because  the  aircraft  tend  to 
operate  at  their  optimum  elevation  region  (about  20,000  feet  MSI.)  to  avoid 
-worrying  about  mountain  peaks  or  high  ground  reducing  the  safety  buffer  of 
airspace  beneath  them.  These  higher  activity  areas  are  usually  found  far 
enough  from  airspace  boundaries  and  other  training  areas  so  that  adversary 
aircraft  can  begin  their  maneuvers  at  a  distance  of  at  least  40  miles  apart. 
This  horizontal  spacing  allows  for  effective  training  in  the  use  of  the 
aircraft's  radar.  Also  shown  in  Figure  11.0  are  the  approximate  locations 
of  the  elliptical  training  areas  within  existing  supersonic  flight 
airspace.  As  can  be  seen,  should  the  proposed  action  be  approved,  the  north 
ellipse  in  Figure  11.0  may  extend  into  the  existing  supersonic  flight 
airspace  and  one  of  the  elliptical  training  areas  over  the  existing  airspace 
appears  to  extend  into  the  proposed  airspace. 

Under  worst  case  conditions  the  airspace  could  accomodate  922  sorties  per 
month  that  would  involve  supersonic  flight  with  most  of  the  noise  levels 
from  the  activity  approximated  by  the  elliptical  areas.  Because  they  are 
closer  to  Hill  AFB,  the  north  and  middle  portions  of  the  airspace  would  be 
more  heavily  used  than  the  south.  It  is  estimated  that  the  north  and  middle 
ellipses  would  receive  about  400  monthly  supersonic  sorties  each  and  the 
south  ellipse  would  receive  the  remaining.  In  Appendix  B,  the  C-weighted 
day-niqht  average  sound  level  was  calculated  for  the  land  areas  and  is 
modeled  oy  each  of  the  three  ellipses;  the  north  and  middle  ellipses  would 
have  sound  levels  of  59.8  decibels  and  the  south  ellipse  would  have  a  level 
of  55.1  decibels.  These  figures  were  based  on  the  average  supersonic  speeds 
and  altitudes  anticipated  for  the  proposed  actions;  Mach  1.1  and  15,000  feet 
ACL  (  20,000  feet  MSI.)  respectively. 

Utilizing  an  A-weighted  day-night  average  sound  level  method,  HUD  has 
established  that  a  location  must  have  a  sound  level  of  less  than  65  decibles 
to  be  considered  acceptable  for  residential  purposes.  Studies42  have  shown 
that  for  comparable  values  of  C-weighted  and  A-weiqhted  noise  levels,  people 
generally  find  the  impulse  noise  .described  by  the  C-weighted  method  to  be 
more  annoying.  These  same  studies  have  shown  that  in  the  decibel  range  being 
considered  in  this  impact  statement,  a  penalty  of  about  4.5  decibels  should 
be  added  to  the  C-weighted  sound  levels  in  order  to  compare  them  with  the 
annoyance  associated  with  A-weighted  sound  levels.  Even  with  these  penalties 
added,  the  sound  levels  expected  From  the  scenario  described  in  the  previous 
paragraph  are  generally  considered  acceptable  for  residential  purposes. 

Under  these  same  worst  case  loading  conditions  (922  supersonic  sorties  per 
month  in  the  airspace),  a  similar  analysis  could  be  performed  assuming  the 
worst  case  operating  conditions.  For  this  purpose  the  booms  are  all  produced 
at  5,000  feet  AGI.  (lowest  allowed  elevation)  by  aircraft  traveling  at  Mach 
1.3  (highest  anticipated  speed).  If  the  same  number  of  booms  reach  the 
qround  as  was  assumed  in  the  previous  situation,  the  C-weighteri  day-nigh, t 
average  sound  level  for  land  areas  beneath  the  north  and  middle  ellipses 
would  have  a  level  of  about  67.4  decibels  and  the  south  ellipse  would  have  a 
level  of  about  61.7  decibels.  With  the  4.5  decibel  penality  applied  to  these 
C-weighted  levels,  they  would  be  5  to  7  decibels  higher  than  what  would 
normally  be  considered  acceptable  for  residential  purposes.  But,  this 
scenario  is  unrealistically  exaggerated  and  would  probably  never  occur. 
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The  number  of  carpet  booms  likely  to  be  heard  at  any  point  beneath  an 
elliptical  operating  area  can  be  estimated  by  the  method  described  in 
Appendix  C.  These  estimates  are  summarized  below: 

Probability  of  Hearing  Given  Number 
Number  of  Booms  or  More  Booms  Per  Day 

Heard  per  Day  Northern  or  Central  Southern 


1 

El 1 ipses 

0.86 

Ellipse 

0.50 

2 

0.56 

0.13 

3 

0.  27 

0.02 

4 

0.  10 

0.01 

5 

0.03 

0.01 

6 

0.01 

7 

0.01 

As  an  example  interpretation  of  these  numbers,  an  individual  living  under  the 
northern  ellipse  can  except  to  hear  two  or  more  booms  on  slightly  more  than 
one-half  of  the  days  (from  the  table,  0.56),  and  on  less  than  one  day  in  one 
hundred  would  he  hear  seven  or  more  booms.  These  probabilities  drop  off 
rapidly  at  distances  more  than  0.3  times  the  cut-off  distance  from  the 
operatinq  ellipse,  reaching  essentially  zero  at  the  cut-off  distance.  This 
outer  limit  where  essentially  no  booms  are  expected  is  the  same  as  the  widest 
ellipse  in  Figure  11.0. 

The  situations  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  are  worst  case  loading 
conditions.  Under  normal  conditions  there  would  only  be  about  719  air-to-air 
training  sorties  within  the  proposed  airspace  in  one  month  and  the  flights 
would  tend  to  be  divided  up  roughly  between  the  north  and  middle  ellipses 
with  few  going  to  the  southern  area.  In  this  instance,  the  existing 
supersonic  flight  airspace  would  handle  the  remaining  air-to-air  sorties. 

They  would  tend  to  be  flown  in  the  two  areas  represented  by  ellipses  shown 
within  the  existing  supersonic  flight  airspace  area  of  Figure  11,0, 

Under  average  operating  conditions,  the  shock  waves  will  travel  only  as  far 
as  the  outer  ellipses  shown  in  Figure  11.0  (approximately  4.3  miles  out  from 
the  innermost  ellipse).  At  the  maximum  airspeed  and  minimum  altitude  allowed 
(N  =  1.3  and  5,000  AG  F. ) ,  the  maximum  lateral  cutoff  distance  of  the  sonic 
boom  will  only  be  about  1.4  miles  from  the  aircraft  flight  track.  At  the 
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same  maximum  airspeed  hut  at  30,000  feet  MS  L,  the  maximum  cutoff  distance 
increases  to  11  miles  with  overpressures  substantially  less  then  when  the 
ooom  is  created  at  5,000  feet  AGL.  Under  this  set  of  conditions,  the  around 
beneath  the  inner  ellipses  would  experience  overpressures  of  about  1.67  psf ? 
and  the  overpressure  on  the  ground  at  the  11  mile  distance  would  die  down  to 
0.30  psf.  The  above,  11  mile  distance,  represents  the  widest  spread  of  sonic 
waves  that  is  expected  from  the  proposed  action.  With  the  booms  being 
created  in  the  elliptical  airspace  discussed  earlier,  the  11  mile  cutoff 
distance  would  create  on  outer  ellipse  as  shown  in  Figure  11.0. 

4.6.1. 3  Impacts  on  People: 

The  impacts  would  oe  the  same  as  the  proposed  action,  except  that  their  are 
approximately  300  more  people  located  under  the  airspace  in  this  alternative, 

4. 6. 1.4  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on  Animals: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  alternative. 

4. 6. 1.5  sonic  Boom  Effects  on  Structures: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  alternative,  except  that  their  are  more  structures 
located  within  the  acea. 

4. 6. 1.6  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on  Terrain  and  Seismic  Activity: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  alternative. 

4.6. 1.7  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on  Areas  Beyond  the  Airspace  Boundaries: 

In  addition  to  the  same  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  alternative, 
approximately  15  ranches,  tne  Town  of  Callao,  and  one  school  may  be 
oceassi onal ly  impacted  by  extremely  diminished  overpressures. 

4. 6. 1.3  Impact  on  Air  Quality: 

The  alternative  supersonic  flight  airspace  overlays  portions  of  Elko  and 
White  Pine  Counties  in  Nevada  and  Millard,  Juao  and  Tooele  Counties  in  Utah. 
In  tne  BPA  review  of  state  Air  Quality  Control  Regions,  the  concentrations  of 
particulate  matter  and  of  sulfur  oxides  throughout  the  area,  with  the 
exception  of  Tooele  County  in  Utah,  were  listed  as  being  "Better  Than 
National  Standards’.  Tooele  county  in  utan  is  listed  as  exceeding  primary 
and  secondary  standards  for  sulfur  oxides.  However,  these  violations  are 
due  primarily  to  smelting  operations  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  County,  some 
90  miles  east  of  the  airspace.  The  concentration  of  cxidant  (ozone)  is 
listed  as  being  "Better  Than  National  standards"  in  Nevada.  cue  to  sparse 
(lOpulatimi  and  lack  of  „ „,b i en t  air  quality  monitoring  data,  EPA  considers 
the  entire  area  to  be  "Better  Than  or  Cannot  Be  Classified"  in  respect  to 
attainment  of  the  carbon  monoxide  and  nitrogen  oxide  standards  and  also  for 
the  ozone  standard  in  the  Utah  portion  of  the  area.  The  airspace  is  not 
located  in  an  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Area. 
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The  following  table  provides  a  comparison  between  the  proposal  and  this 
alternative  from  the  DEIS. 

TABLE  2.0 

PROJECTED  ANNUAL  EMISSIONS 
FROM  F-16  AIR-TO-AIR  SORTIES 

Emissions  (Tons/Ye a r ) 


Pol lutant 

Original 

Proposal 

Proposed 
Ac  t  i  on 

CO 

75.5 

56.6 

HC 

2.3 

1.7 

NOX 

615.0 

461.3 

SOX 

70,6 

53.  0 

Particulate  (Total! 

9.3 

7.0 

4. 6.1, R  Impact  on  Archeological  or  Historical  Sites: 

Impacts  are  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  action. 

4.6.1.10  Impact  on  Air  Traffic: 

The  impact  on  air  traffic  is  essentially  the  same,  however,  radar  coverage 
in  the  southern  portion  of  th°  original  proposal  is  not  as  extensive. 

4.6.1.11  Accidents: 

Imoacts  are  identical  to  the  proposed  action. 

4 , 7  Relationship  of  the  Original  Proposed  Ac  Mon  to  Land  Use  Plans, 

Policies  and  Controls: 

4.7.1  Access  to  the  Affected  Area: 

4. 7.  l.i  Land  Access: 

Designation  as  approved  for  supersonic  flight  has  no  effect  on  movement  of 
ground  vehicles  below.  Same  as  the  proposed  action. 

4. 7. 1.2  Access  to  Nonmilitary  Aircraft: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  action,  although  more  pilots  may  be  inconvenienced. 
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4.7.2 


Recreation  Plans: 


4. 7. 2.1  wilderness  Areas: 

ImDicts  are  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  action,  however,  the  original 
prop::  a  1  would  impact  more  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  Range  WSA  and  the 
Mt .  Moriah  unit  of  the  Humboldt  National  Forest.  Located  less  then  10  miles 
south  of  the  original  proposal,  it  has  also  been  identified  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  for  further  wilderness  study.  The  closest  actual  air-to-air 
combat  maneuvers  will  be  concentrated  in  an  elliptical  area  14  miles  from 
Mt.  Moriah,  with  the  aircraft  speeds  and  altitudes  anticipated,  shock  waves 
will  be  refracted  back  into  the  atmosphere  before  traveling  the  14  miles  to 
Mt.  Moriah. 

4. 7. 2. 2  General  Recreation: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  action,  except  that  more  individuals  utilising 
recreational  areas  would  be  impacted. 

4.7.3  Wildlife  Management  Plans  and  Policies: 

Same  as  for  the  proposed  action,  except  there  is  a  possibility  of  disturbing 
transplanted  species  in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  Range. 

4.7.4  Future  Development: 

4.7. 4.1  National  Park  Proposal: 

The  State  of  Nevada  has  informed  the  Air  Force  that  the  area  of  the  Snake 
Mountain  Panqe,  adiacent  to  the  south  end  of  the  original  proposal,  is  oeing 
considered  for  the  site  of  a  proposed  Great  Basin  National  Park.  The  north 
tip  of  the  Snake  Range,  as  shown  in  Figure  12.0,  does  reach  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  original  proposal.  Under  normal  operations,  the  closest 
air-to-air  training  will  be  accomplished  some  seven  miles  north  of  this 
boundary  with  sonic  booms  created  at  about  20,000  feet  MSI,  and  at  a  speed  of 
Mach  1.1.  Under  these  conditions  sonic  boom  overpressures  will  be  refracted 
back  into  the  atmosphere  almost  three  miles  short  of  this  boundary.  At 
higner  speeds  and  higher  altitudes  this  boom  overpressure  will  impact  more 
ground  area,  but  will  also  weaken  as  it  travels. 

The  White  Pine  Power  Project  DEI5  of  October  1383  sif<  s  the  preferred 
location  of  a  generating  plant  in  North  Steptoe  Valley.  This  site  is  less 
than  25  miles  from  the  original  proposal's  operations  area.  If  this  project 
is  funded  and  sited  in  this  location,  the  total  population  in  this  region 
may  increase  hy  50%.  Although  outside  of  the  area  of  impact  from  the 
supersonic  airspace  proposal,  the  WPPP  could  generate  an  increased 
recreational  demand. 

4 . 8  Relationship  Between  Local  Short-Term  Uses  of  the  Environment  and 
Maintenance  and  Enhancement  of  Long-Term  Productivity : 


Same  as  for  the  proposed  action. 
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4.8.1  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources: 

Same  as  foe  the  proposed  action. 

4.1  No  Action: 

As  would  oe  expected  with  this  alternative,  all  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  sonic  booms  as  described  in  section  4.1,  would  not  occur. 
Aircraft  operations  involving  supersonic  flight  would  be  restricted  to 
airspace  already  approved  for  these  operations  which  is  located  over  land 
controlled  oy  the  ROD.  The  proposed  airspace  would  still  be  heavily  used 
for  aircraft  training  operations  but  not  at  supersonic  speeds.  The  environ¬ 
mental  imoact  of  this  alternative  would  amount  to  a  "status  quo",  but  the 
388  and  419  TKW's  training  programs  would  remain  significantly  degraded.  A 
significant  port. on  of  their  air-to-air  comhat  training  flights  would  not  he 
accomplished  in  airspace  where  the  aircraft’s  full  capability  could  be 
exploited.  A  true  simulation  of  wartime  situations  could  not  be  achieved  on 
these  flights  and  the  pilot's  wartime  survivability  could  be  impaired. 


Alternative 


ice  Within  the  UTTr : 


The  alternate  training  areas  within  the  UTTR  that  were  addressed  in  section 
2.2.4  would  experience  similar  environmental  impacts  to  those  expected 
beneath  the  proposed  airspace  and  addressed  in  chapter  IV,  At  any  of  these 
alternate  airspaces,  the  air  combat  maneuvers  would  he  accomplished  at 
similar  altitudes  and  the  sonic  booms  generated  would  cause  essentially  the 
same  overpressures  at  qround  level.  Available  evidence  indicates  that 
domestic  and  wild  animals  are  not  significantly  impacted  by  these  over¬ 
pressures  and  the  analysis  provided  m  Chapter  IV  indicates  that  the  areas 
subjected  to  sonic  dooms  are  still  suitaole  for  residential  living.  The 
primary  difference  in  environmental  impact  would  appear  to  be  the  number  of 
people  present  beneath  the  airspace  that  may  be  annoyed  by  the  booms. 
I/icatinq  the  operations  in  the  Lucin  moas  {section  2.2.4)  would  impact  more 
people  than  the  proposed  action  while  locating  operations  in  R-6402,  R-6405, 
and  the  Sevier  HOAs  (section  2.2.4)  would  impact  similar  numbers  of  people. 
The  residential  population  beneath  the  Lucin  MOAs  is  approximately  400  and 
the  oortions  of  R-6402,  R-6405  and  the  Sevier  MOAs  in  Juab  and  Millard 
Counties  (Utah),  the  least  populous  portions  of  these  areas,  have  a 
population  of  about  330.  These  latter  alternative  sites  are  individually 
small  in  useable  size  and  unless  combined  may  not  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
tori!  traininq  requirements.  Also,  use  of  these  sites  would  not  he  able  to 
take  advantage  of  other  existing  iJ'I’TR  traininq  facilities  such  as  the  HUS 
Arena.  There  is  no  clear  cut  environmental  advantage  (less  populous  areas) 
to  the  alternative  sites  within  the  UTTR  and  in  most  cases,  they  involve 
operational  disadvantages. 


Vertical  Dimension  Chanr 


Any  significant  increase  in  the  elevation  of  the  proposed  supersonic  flight 
airspace  would  force  pilots  to  deploy  their  aircraft  at  elevations  where  the 
maximum  performance  of  the  craft  is  decreased.  Although  this  would  decrease 
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the  noi^f  impact  at  ground  level,  it  would  ne  a  direct  contradiction  to  the 
primary  qnal  of  the  proposed  action  which  is  to  provide  airspace  where 
realistic  combat  training  can  be  accomplished.  Minor  increases  in  the  floor 
elevation  (a  few  thousand  feet.)  could  possibly  be  made  without  affecting  the 
normal  aircraft  maneuvering  altitudes,  but  then  the  estimated  noise  impacts 
would  remain  the  same  because  the  planes  would  still  tend  to  fly  at  the  same 
altitude.  Only  the  maximum  anticipated  sonic  boom  overpressure  levels  would 
be  decreased  and  it  is  estimated  that  sonic  booms  will  seldom  be  generated 
at  these  lowest  altitudes. 

4.12  Action  Taken  or  Proposed  to  Mitigate  the  the  Adverse  Environmental 
Impac  ts : 

The  following  actions  have  been  taken  or  are  proposed  to  minimize  the  impact 
of  sonic  boom  activity  on  the  environment  beneath  and  near  the  proposed 
supersonic  flight  airspace. 

4.12.1  Proposed  Action: 

The  proposed  action  has  been  generated  to  mitigate  impacts  on  communities  in 
the  southern  portion  of  the  airspace  originally  proposed  in  the  DEIS.  Ry 
reducing  the  size  of  the  impacted  area  and  limiting  it  to  an  area  which  is 
very  sparsely  populated,  the  larger  population  areas  have  peen  avoided. 

4.12.1.1  Area  Altitude  Design: 

To  minimize  noise  disturbances  even  in  remote,  sparsely  populated  areas,  the 
minimum  altitude  for  supersonic  flight  has  been  proposed  at  5,000  feet  above 
ground  level.  This  minimum  altitude  was  selected  as  a  compromise  to  allow 
realistic  training  while  minimizing  the  impact  of  sonic  boom  activity  on  the 
area  environment. 

4.12. 2  Minimum  WeeKend/Holiday  Area  Flying: 

Use  of  the  area  for  weekend/hol i day  supersonic  flight  training  will  be 
minimized.  The  policy  for  scheduling  air  combat  training  will  be  to  first 
utilize  that  airspace  already  approved  for  supersonic  fligh*-  which  is 
located  over  DOD  owned  land.  This  airspace  will  generally  he  aple  to  handle 
weekend/hol iday  supersonic  flight  training.  This  will  minimize  the  noise 
impacts  on  the  area  during  periods  when  the  majority  of  people  are 
participating  in  recreation,  weekend  retreat  and  tourism  activities. 

4.12.  3  D  a  nia  g  e  C  i  a  i  ms  : 

The  Air  Force  will  pay  for  damage  to  private  property  resulting  from  sonic 
booms  caused  by  Air  Force  operations.  Generally,  the  amount  paid  for 
substantiated  claims  is  based  on  the  repair  or  depreciated  replacement  cost, 
whichever  is  less.  The  Air  Force  will  also  pay  for  personal  injury 
resulting  indirectly  from  sonic  Dooms,  although  occurrences  of  this  nature 


) 


) 


1V-30 


ar e  extremely  rare.  The  Claims  Office  at  Kill  AFB  can  provide  required 
forms  and  information  concerning  claims  policies  and  procedures.  Claims  and 
inquiries  should  be  addressed  to: 

00-ALC/JA 

Hill  AFB ,  UT  84056 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Air  Force  that  whenever  its  noncombat  activities, 
including  sonic  booms,  cause  damage,  it  will  make  payment  of  fair  amounts 
for  that  damage.  The  claimant  need  not  prove  negligence  on  behalf  of  the 
Air  Force  or  any  of  its  members  in  order  to  receive  payment.  The  claimant 
need  only  prove  the  cause  and  effect  relationship  between  the  sonic  booms 
and  the  damage. 

Claimants  can  assist  by  making  a  record  of  the  exact  time  when  the  damage 
occurred  and/or  a  sonic  boom  was  heard.  Sonic  boom  damages  can  be  repaired 
immediately  at  the  claimant's  expense.  Actual  repair  costs/est inate  should 
then  b-’  forwarded  to  the  Hill  Claims  Office  with  required  Air  Force  claims 
forms.  Claims  for  damage  may  not  be  payable  if  (1)  there  was  no  Air  Force 
activity  being  conducted  at  the  time  the  damage  occurred  or  (2)  the  damage 
resulted  from  other  causes;  for  example,  structural  deficiencies. 

4.11  Pronosed/Racommended  Actions  to  Mitigate  Fnvi ronmenta 1  Impacts: 

4.11.1  Joint  Study  Between  tn°  Air  For ce  and  the  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife 
ho-.o’-Toes- 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Air  force  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resources  t  fJDW*>  >  to  jointly  study  the  effects  of  sonic 
neons  on  t  rar.spl  anted  species  in  tnv  beep  Creek  Mountains.  Such  a  study 
won  1 i  yio-d  i n f or  mat » on  valuable  to  ot t n  the  Air  Force  and  other  wildlife 
»u-.t  i->‘iit  agencies.  The  un.que  set  ot  circumstances  surrounding  this 
propose:  a'tion  provides  opportunity  to  further  understand  the  effects  of 
:i-.i"“  in:  icxuc  noon*  on  wildlife. 

4.1  : .  I  A- i  i  t  i  one  1  Study  on  Sut>or  sene  FI  ntit  witnin  Approved  Airspace: 

If  a  waivei  to  perfotm  supersonic  flight  within  the  proposed  airspace  is 
granted,  :t  is  recommended  that  tne  waiver  tie  foi  a  period  of  three  years  at 
union  time  the  effects  ot  tne  action,  ; r  any,  can  be  reassessed.  During  thi 
three  vear  p'Tioi,  a  study  may  be  raer formed,  utilizing  the  HUS  arena  and 
AC'M  systi'h,  to  locate  and  define  tne  characteristics  surrounding  the  F-16 
and  supersonic  flight  specifically  for  this  airspace. 

4.1*1  Considerations  that  Offset  the  Adverse  Environmental  Effects: 


The  F-16  is  a  lightweight,  single  engine,  multi-role  tactical  fighter 
configured  for  both  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground  operations.  This  allows  it 
to  operate  from  any  airfield  wi th  an  improved  runway  now  being  operated  by 
the  United  Sta  es  Air  Force.  The  F-16  aircraft  is  essential  fot  national 
secur i ty. 


IV-  31 


[•caret  rnc  Training  programs  tailor'd  directly  to  exriected  wartime  threats  are 
essential  to  the  mission  of  the  Ai  eorce  and  thus  the  National  Defense. 
Supersonic  flight  training  in  the  loosed  supersonic  flight  airspace  won  i  d 
directly  enhance  the  combat  capability  of  the  383  and  419  TKWs  by  increasing 
th»  quantity  and  quality  of  realistic  training  airspace.  Combat  ready  pilots 
would  he  sole  to  fully  explore  the  aircraft  performance  capabilities  and 
develop,  practice  and  refine  sound  combat  skills  and  habits  durinq  supersonic 
fl  ig -it . 

4.10  Details  of  Unresolved  Issues: 

Derails-'  of  the  area's  remoteness,  residents  are  accustomed  to  the  solitude 
and  tranquility  of  the  rural  env  i  consent .  ."any  'nave  chosen  this  life  stylo 
to  purposely  avoid  the  noise  and  pressures  of  urban  centers.  For  example, 
in  a  letter  to  the  Governor  of  Utah  from  The  Parrish  Ranch,  the  Batemans 
x p r e s s  love  for  their  lilestyle  in  a  manner  which  seems  to  synopsize  the 
feelings  of  many  of  the  residents: 

"we  i iva  in  this  peaceful  valley  (before  the  jets)  and 
love  if  gust  us  it  is,  as  tne  generations  before  us 
nave.  Some  ranches  and  farms  now  have  the  fifth  family 
generation  being  raised  on  them  and  the  Goshute 
Reservation  has  longer  lineage  than  that.  We  feel  our 
liver,  and  livelihood  are  at  stake  and  do  r.oi  want 
to  nave  to  abandon  our  homes  and  ranches." 

At  the  time  of  this  document’s  preparation,  the  Air  Fores  had  been  contacted 
tiy  the  individuals  anti  organizations  identifier  in  the  public  comment 
s-vitimi  of  this  document.  Issues  identified  by  these  agencies  have  been 
addressed  in  the  tex t . 

Th>  draft  was  filed  with  the  environmental.  Protection  Agency  in  August  1983, 
Comments  from  public  review  are  contained  in  Appendix  L.  Responses  to  these 
comments  are  contained  >n  Appendix  F. 
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State  Representative  from  District  1 
oox  278 
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Partmin 
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Arquette,  Rod 
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455  East  23rd  Street 
Ogden,  Utah  B4402 

Aost i n ,  Dena  J. 

PO  Box  876 

Lovelock,  Nevada  84419 
Ragley  Ranch 

David  r" .  and  Re  wo  C.  Rag  ley 
Star  Route  box  290,  Callao 
VJendover,  Utah  84083 

Raker,  Ueari 

Raker  Ranches,  Inc. 

PO  Box  64 h 

Baker,  Nevada  89311 

Baker,  Paul 
General  Delivery 
Ibapoh,  Utah  84034 

Rarqen,  RieUard,  M.D. 

Project  Morn; ngstar 
Rox  1445 

Fallot',  Nevada  89406 

Rateman,  Rao  4  Phyllis 
R it  e'.ian ,  Kyio  &  Uanae 
Parrish  Ranch 
Ihapah,  Utah  84034 
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late's,  (Peggy,  Viky  f.  Vincint) 

Mendrv’s  Creek  Panch 
Garrison,  Utah  8477.8 

Rean,  Blanche  Parrish 
Rean,  Charles  W. 

863  Rosewood  Lane 
I.ayton ,  Utah  840  41 

Rernheimer,  Elizabeth 
140!  Earl  n  r  i  ve 
Reno,  Nevada  89503 

Riennecke,  Sandy 

PO  Pox  107 

Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Rilyeu,  AssemMyman  Rill 

Nevada  State  Assemblyman ,  District  33 

PO  Rox  511 

Elko,  Nevada  89801 

R  g  o  r  k  ma  n  ,  Karen  I, . 

Star  Route  Box  520 
Partoun 

Via  wendover,  Utah  8-5083 

Blackford,  Ray 

nixie  Valiev,  Nevada  89406 

Bnyden,  Kennedy  &  Romney 
c/o  John  Paul  Kennedy 
Paul  II,  Ashton 
1000  Keonecott  Building 
10  East  South  Temple 
salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84133 

Ruf  f  i n>j ton ,  Jaoquie 
PO  Rox  1 3645 
Reno,  Nevada  89507 

Bure. in  of  Indian  Affairs, 

Eastern  Nevada  Aqency 
PO  r,()X  28 

Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Ely  Dint  riot  office 
Attn:  Jake  Raja  la 

Star  Route  5,  ".ox  1 
Elv,  Nevada  09301 


Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Nevada  State  Office 
300  Rooth  Street 
PO  Box  1 2000 
Reno,  Nevada  89520 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Utah  state  Office 
University  Club  Building 
136  East  South  Temple 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
Midcontinent  Region 
PO  Box  25387 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 

Pacific  Southwest  Region 
PO  Box  36062 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Butcher,  Russ,  Representative 
Southwest  and  California  National 
Parks  and  Conservation  Association 
PO  Box  67 

Cottonwood,  Arizona  86326 

California  Dept  of  Water  6  Power 
Attn;  Mike  Yamada 
PO  Box  111,  Rm  931 
Los  Angeles,  California  90051 

Calvin,  Josephine 
PO  Box  925 

Lovelock,  Nevada  89419 
Cameron,  wayne 

Whi te  Pine  County  Commissioner 
(12  Pine- 

Ruth,  Nevada  89319 

Capron,  Robert  E. 

Rd  3,  Cobb  Road  Rox  74 

Spa r , anshurq ,  Pennsylvania  16434 

Carter,  Phillip  -J , 

Lund,  Nevada  99317 

Central  Nevada  Newspapers 
PO  Box  193 

Tonopah,  Nevada  89049 
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Chi  1  ton  Fng i  ne er  i  ng 
Mark  Chi Iton,  Owner 
643  Court  Street 
Elko,  Nevada  89901 

Citizen  Alert 

Ahhy  Johnson,  executive  Director 
PO  Box  539] 

Reno,  Nevada  89513 

Ci t i zen  Alert 

Rill  Vincent,  Southern  Coordinator 
PO  Box  1  6  R  i 

has  Vegas,  Nevada  89 1 01 

Ci t i zens  Ca l 1 
Janet  C.  Gordon,  Director 
126  South  1430  west 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Department  of  Commerce 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
14th  and  F.  Street,  Nw 
Na shi nqton ,  DC  20230 

Conrad,  H.P. 

PO  Box  94 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Cook,  Joyce  C.  Parrish 
Par  ri  sn  Ranch 
Ibanah,  Utah  84034 

Dean,  [aura 

PO  Box  4  3 

Fly,  Nevada  89301 

Deseret  News 
H  o  we  I  1  K  n  i  q  n  t 
PO  Box  1257 

Salt  hake  City,  Utah  B4in 

Douglass,  George 

Callao  star  Route,  nni  380 

Wend over ,  Utah  84083 

DnciiWeter  .Shoshone  T r  i  lie 
Tribal  Government  Office 
Diiekwater,  Nevada  89134 

Easley,  Charli-s 
2  J  35  North  St  reel. 

Fly,  Neva. id  39301 


Eldridge,  Rrent 
SR  1  Box  42 
Fly,  Nevada  8930) 

Fldridqe,  Dennis  H. 

SR  1  Bov  39 
Ely,  Nevada  80301 

Elko  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Thomas  H.  Gallagher,  Chairman 
Aviation  Committee 
627  Court  Street 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Elko  Daily  Free  Press 
491  Fourth  street 
PO  Box  1 330 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 
Attn;  Mel  Steninqer 

Flko  County  Commissioners 
c / o  George  Boucher 
Room  106 
1 06  Cou r t hou se 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Elko  Flight  Service  Station 
Elko  Municipal  Airport 
Elko,  Nevada  8980] 

Elko  Independent 
11th  and  Commercial 
PO  Box  309 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 
Attn:  Stephanie  Hanna 

Elv  Dai Iv  Times 
695  Aultman 
PO  Rnx  1139 
Fly,  Nevada  89301 
Attn:  George  Carnes 
Marc  Picker 

Fly  Fl-iqht  Service  Station 
Fly  Municipal  Airport 
Ely,  Nevada  8930) 

Department  of  Energy 
Acting  Assistant, 

Secretary  for  Environment 
20  Massachusetts  Avenue,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20545 
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US 
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Environmental  Protection  Aqency,  US 
Peg  ion  VI T I 
1860  Lincoln  Street 
Denver,  Colorado  80295 

Environmental  Protection  Aqency, 

Reqion  IX 
215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Director,  Office  of  Federal  Activities 
Environmental  Protection  Aqency 
4(11  v|  street,  SW 
Washington,  DC  20545 

Erickson,  Robert 

Nevada  Leqislature  (Staff) 

Carson  City,  Nevada  89710 

Rsk  Dale  Community  Council 
Don  R.  tlartlauer,  Secretary 
Rsk  Dale 

Via  Garrison,  Utah  84728 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Director  of  Environment  and  Enerqy 
80  0  I  nflependence  Ave,  SW 

Washinqton  DC  20591 

Federal  Aviation  Administration, 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 
Planninq  Officer,  ARM-4 
10455  East  25th  Avenue 
Aurora,  Colorado  80010 

Federal  Aviation  Administration, 

Western  Reqion 
Mr.  Royal  Mink,  AWE-4 
PO  Box  92007 
Worldway  Postal  Center 
Los  Angeles,  California  90009 

Field,  Dill 
PO  Box  463 
Elv,  Nevada  8930] 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  US 

Jim  toynor.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Bioloqist 

1311  Federal  Buildinq 

125  South  State  Street 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84H8 


Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 

PO  Box  1 46 
Elv,  Nevada  89301 

Forest  Service,  US 
324  25th  Street 
Oqden,  Utah  84401 

Forman,  Richard  w. 
po  Box  ISO 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Free,  Cathy 
Salt  Lake  Trinune 
1 4  3  South  Ma in 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 

Faul kerson ,  Bob 
215  East  7th  Street  #6 
Reno,  Nevada  8950] 

Fulton,  Jack 
PO  Box  437 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Garland,  Cecil  and  Annette 
Callao  Star  Route  225 
Wendover,  Utah  04063 

Garrett,  Jo  Anr.e 
PO  Box  27 

Baker,  Nevada  89311 

Oesiok,  Marie,  Concerned  Rural  Nevadans 
860  Mark  Road 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Gi 1  her t ,  Janet  L. 

6185  Franktown  Road 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 

Glaser,  Senator  Norman 
Box  1 

Oaneck,  Nevada  89824 

Gledhill,  Elizaheth  W. 

5340  Goldentod  Drive 
Reno,  Nevada  89511 

Goodwin,  Mr  6  Mrs 
Star  Route  Box  582 
Partoun 

Via  Wendover,  Utah  84083 
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Goshute  Ent  erpr  i  ses 

r/o  Amy  Mills 

2450  Went  500  South 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84101 

Green,  Dale  W. 

Lehmon  Caves  Road 
Baker,  Nevada  8931.1 

Griqqs,  Joseph  F, ,  Jr 

PO  Box  48ft 

Baker,  Nevada  89311 

Hardman,  Milt 
General  Delivery 
Ibapah,  Utah  84034 

Harris,  Dale  and  Deanne 
St  Rt  Box  615  Uvada 
Pleasant  Valley 
Via  Wendover,  Utah  84083 

Harvey,  Tom 

United  Press  International 
PO  Box  1376 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84110 

hatch,  Honorable  Orin  G. 

Uniter)  States  Senate 
Washinqtnn  DC  20510 

Department  of  Health, 

Education  and  Welfare 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
330  Independence  Avenue,  SW 
Washington,  DC  20201 

Health  f.  Hyman  Services 
Attn:  Frank  S.  Li  sella,  PhD 

Chief,  Environmental  Affairs 
Centers  for  Disease  Control 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30333 

Hecxethorn,  Dee,  Sr. 

Cl  1  Pine  St  reet 
Ely,  Nevada  09301 

Meoke thorn,  Dee,  Jr. 

Sr  5  Box  5] 

F. ly,  Nevada  8  9301 


Hecht,  Honorable  Chic 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  DC  2(1510 

Heinbaugh,  Ken 
1501  Ave  F 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Helderbrant,  Linda 
PO  Box  3773 

Stateline,  Nevada  83449 

Henroid,  William  J.  and  Merle 
Star  Route,  Rox  612 
Pleasant  Valley 
via  wendover,  Utan  84083 

Heritage  Conservation  and 
Recreation  Service 
Mid-Continent  Reqion 
PO  Box  25387 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Hirchmar,,  Judith 
Of  < ice  of  Planning  and  Rurtqet 
116  State  Capitol  Building 
Salt  Laxe  City,  Utah  84114 

Holmes,  Dick,  Chairman 
Concerned  Rural  Nevadans 
11500  South  Maine 
PO  Box  629 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Hughs,  Julie  C. 

PO  Box  944 

Lovelock,  Nevada  89419 
Ilchik,  Bill 

Baker,  Nevada  89311 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 
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APPENDIX  B 


SUPERSONIC  AIRCRAFT  AND  SONIC  BOOMS 


PREFACE: 


Introduction  of  advanced  aircraft  such  as  the  F-15  and  F-l6,  designed  to 
operate  at  supersonic  speeds  in  combat,  has  created  a  need  for  conducting 
realistic  training  at  these  speeds.  One  result  of  supersonic  flight  is  the 
creation  of  a  wave  of  compressed  air  in  front  of  the  aircraft.  This  is 
heard  and  felt,  as  a  sudden  loud  impulse  noise  and  is  called  a  "sonic  boom." 
The  purpose  of  this  appendix  is  to  disucss  causes  and  types  of  sonic  booms, 
and  their  potential  environmental  and  physiological  effects. 

■SCOPE : 

Sounds  are  atmospheric  disturbances  detected  by  the  human  ear  through 
changes  in  air  pressure  on  the  ear  drum.  These  pressure  changes  are 
extremely  small  and  are  propagated  through  the  air  at  the  speed  of  sound — 
about  760  miles  per  hour  at  standard  sea  level  pressure  and  temperature  of 
S9  F. 

A  sonic  boom  may  be  defined  as  an  acoustic  phenomenon  we  hear  when  an  object 
exceeds  the  speed  of  sound.  When  the  speed  of  an  aircraft  is  faster  than 
the  speed  of  sound,  the  air  in  front  of  the  aircraft  is  compressed,  forming 
a  shockwave.  An  individual  actually  hears  the  change  In  pressure  when  air 
molecules  are  first  compressed  and  then  returned  to  a  more  normal  state. 

The  pressure  differential  across  the  shock  wave  is  relatively  large  (larger 
than  that  produced  by  speech  pressure  changes)  and  is  very  sudden.  As  a 
result  the  human  ear  perceives  the  rapid  change  in  pressure  as  an  impulsive 
type  sound  very  much  like  the  crack  of  a  whip  or  a  rifle  shot. 

With  the  spectacular  rise  in  the  maximum  speed  of  military  aircraft  in  the 
last  three  decades  and  the  need  to  adequately  train  and  maintain  military 
pilot  proficiency,  sonic  booms  have  become  an  increasing  phenomenon  in 
various  parts  of  the  United  States.  Because  a  sonic  boom  manifests  itself 
as  sound  to  the  human  ear,  we  tend  to  forget  that  it  Is  actually  a  sudden 
change  in  pressure  that  may  have  an  effect  on  people,  structures,  animals 
and  wildlife.  The  most  important  effects  are  obviously  those  that  man 
experiences;  however,  we  must  also  be  concerned  with  effects  in  other  areas 
as  well. 

Since  the  late  1940s  when  aircraft  first  broke  the  so-called  "sound 
barrier",  studies  and  experiments  have  been  conducted  primarily  to  determine 
the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  people.  During  the  fifties  and  sixties  as 
sonic  booms  became  more  prevalent  in  the  United  States,  studies  were 
expanded  to  include  the  effect  on  structures.  Studies  have  also  been  made 
to  determine  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  domestic  animals,  livestock  and, 
more  recently,  on  wildlife.  The  discussion  which  follows  will  summarize  the 
background  and  the  latest  available  information  for  sonic  booms. 
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BACKGROUND  OF  SONIC  BOOM  THEORY: 


The  movement  of  bodies  at  speeds  greater  than  the  speed  of  sound  has  been 
studied  for  well  over  200  years.  Forces  produced  by  gunnery  projectiles 
were  determined  at  speeds  up  to  Mach  2  (twice  the  3peed  of  sound)  as  long 
ago  as  1742.  Ernst  Mach,  a  professor  of  physics  in  Vienna,  published  papers 
as  early  as  1887  encompassing  both  mathematical  and  experimental  studies  of 
supersonic  flow.  Studies  by  Prandtl  (1907),  Meyer  (1908)  and  Ackeret 
(1925)  were  precursors  to  the  virtual  explosive  rate  of  progress  in  the 
study  of  supersonic  flow  during  the  thirties,  forties,  and  fifties.  From 
1959  to  1964,  after  aircraft  routinely  achieved  supersonic  flight,  a  great 
deal  of  experimental  work  was  done  in  wind  tunnels  and  in  flight  tests  to 
investigate  the  validity  of  the  basic  theories  previously  developed. 

Sonic  booms  may  sound  the  same  to  the  human  ear;  however,  as  early  as  1947 
Hayesx  derived  a  mathematical  model  subsequently  called  the  "Supersonic  Area 
Rule"  which  demonstrated  that  each  aircraft  or  supersonic  projectile 
generated  its  own  particular  pressure  source  which  was  dependent  on  the  area 
cross-sections  cut  out  by  the  Mach  wave.  Figure  1  is  a  simplified  drawing 
of  the  pressure  wave  generated  by  a  body  in  supersonic  flight.  The  pressure 
signature  is  referred  to  as  an  N-wave  because  of  the  characteristic  shape  of 
the  signal  as  recorded  on  electronic  monitoring  devices.  In  1952,  Whitham 
enlarged  on  the  cross-section  idea  and  developed  a  formulation  which 
combined  the  individual  pressure  sources  making  it  possible  to  calculate  the 
pressure  field  of  real  aircraft  configurations.  These  calculations  only 
considered  the  volume  effect  of  the  supersonic  bodies  as  contributing  to  the 
distant  disturbance  field.  Subsequent  work  by  Busemann  in  1955,  Walkden  in 
1958  and  Morris  in  I960  considered  the  lift  distribution  created  Dy  the 
fuselage  and  wings*  The  end  result  of  all  these  later  investigations  was  to 
show  that  at  low  altitude,  the  lift  effects  were  relatively  unimportant  but 
for  large  airplanes  at  high  altitudes  the  lift  effects  became  dominant. 

Other  factors  such  as  atmospheric  variations  also  have  an  effect  on  the 
magnitude  of  sonic  boom  overpressure^  Atmospheric  pressure  and  temperature, 
like  the  speed  of  sound  vary  with  altitude.  In  the  early  development  of 
sonic  boom  calculations,  no  detailed  analytical  method  would  account  for 
atmospheric  variations.  It  was  assumed  that  flight  was  in  a  homogeneous 
atmosphere.  Today,  however,  there  is  extensive  information  available  to 
help  determine  atmospheric  effects  on  sonic  booms. 

In  1964,  H.W.  Carlson  of  NASA  and  the  Boeing  Company  developed  digital 
comp  'ter  methods  and  programs  to  calculate  a  realistic  source  distribution 
that  could  be  applied  to  computation  of  the  distant  pressure  field.  The 
distant  pressure  field  or  far  field  is  the  pressure  normally  heard  by  an 
individual  as  the  sonic  boom  sound  or  noise.  The  far  field  pressure  (  P) 
can  be  calcualted  using  a  simplified  formula  developed  by  Carlson  and 
Maglieri  of  NASA*  The  simplified  method  is  explained  in  detail  at  the  end 
of  this  discussion  and  some  representative  overpressures  calculated. 
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SONIC  BOOM  CHARACTERISTICS: 

Straight  and  Level  Flight: 

A  supersonic  aircraft  in  straight  and  level  flight  produces  a  sonic  boom 
pattern  on  the  ground  which  can  be  likened  to  a  moving  carpet.  The 
intensity  of  the  sound  and  overpressure  at  ground  level  generated  by  the 
boom  is  largely  dependent  upon  the  altitude  and  airspeed  of  the  aircraft. 
Peak  overpressures  occur  directly  under  the  centerline  of  the  aircraft, 
diminishing  at  the  edge  of  the  carpet  to  approximately  0.5  to  1.0  pounds  per 
square  foot.  Figure  2a  is  a  depiction  of  a  "carpet"  type  boom. 

Occasionally,  multiple  overpressures  occur  in  the  same  area.  These  are 
produced  by  shock  waves  emitted  from  the  front  and  rear  of  a  3ingle  aircraft 
and  recognized  as  two  closely  spaced  booms  of  similar  intensity. 

Although  a  sonic  boom  is  produced  when  an  airplane  is  supersonic,  not  all 
booms  will  be  heard  on  the  ground.  The  atmospheric  air  temperature 
decreases  with  height  above  ground.  Thi3  temperature  gradient  acts  to  bend 
the  sound  waves  of  a  sonic  boom  upward.  Depending  upon  the  aircraft  height 
anc  Mach  number,  the  paths  of  many  sonic  booms  are  bent  upward  sufficiently 
thrt  the  boom  never  reaches  ground  level.  The  heights  and  Mach  numbers 
produced  during  F-15  combat  maneuvering  are  such  that  less  than  one  boom  out 
of  every  three  produced  is  likely  to  be  heard  at  ground  l;vel.  This  same 
phenomenon  also  acts  to  limit  the  width  of  those  sonic  booms  that  do  reach 
ground  level..  The  maximum  lateral  distance  reached  by  the  booms  is  normally 
designated  as  the  lateral  cutoff  distance. 
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Figure  2a  -  Sonic  boom  ground-pressure  patterns.  -  "Carpet  Boom" 
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Maneuvering  Flight: 


The  majority  of  supersonic  flight  for  fighter  type  aircraft  is  directly 
associated  with  air  combat  maneuvering  training.  Airspaoe  required  for 
a  normal  engagement  of  two  aircraft  is  usually  represented  as  a  vertical 
cylinder  of  airspace  with  a  diameter  of  approximately  8-10  nautical  miles. 
(This  diameter  represents  the  approximate  maximum  distance  one  can  see 
another  fighter  aircraft  with  the  naked  eye.  In  practice,  an  elliptical 
rather  than  circular  cross  section  is  more  representitive  of  the  airspaoe 
required.)  .Supersonic  flight  i3  confined  within  this  airspace.  The 
maneuvering  during  an  engagement  is  oriented  toward  the  vertical  within  the 
airspace  of  the  cylinder.  Each  engagement  may  last  from  two  to  four  minutes 
and  at  its  conclusion  the  aircraft  reposition  for  the  next  engagement.  This 
repositioning  process  may  take  from  three  to  five  minutes  at  subsonic 
speeds.  Two  to  three  individual  engagements  may  take  place  during  a  single 
training  period  and  involve  either  two  or,  at  a  maximum,  four  aircraft. 

Sonic  booms  generated  by  this  training  may  differ  considerably  in  area 
impacted  and  intensity  from  the  "carpet"  boom  produced  by  a  single  aircraft 
in  straight  and  level  flight.  Some  of  the  booms  may  be  intensified  by 
interactions  of  the  various  pressure  wave  fronts  generated.  These  are 
sometimes  called  "focus  booms". 

?ocus  Booms : 


Supersonic  activity  that  occurs  during  air  combat  maneuvering  or 
acceleration  may  produce  what  is  often  referred  to  as  an  intensified  or 
focused  boom.  These  intensified  booms  can  result  from  various  airplane 
maneuvers  which  result  in  pressure  buildups  at  ground  level  above  the 
pressure  created  by  the  aircraft  in  steady  rectilinear  flight.  In  general, 
the  total  ground  area  receiving  such  sonic  booms  from  air  combat  maneuvering 
is  substantialy  reduced  from  that  impact  by  "carpet"  booms.  While  the  area 
of  these  "focus"  booms  is  small  (a  few  hundred  feet  wide  and  limited  in 
length)  when  compared  to  the  "carpet"  boom,  the  intensity  and  overpressure 
may  be  higher  than  a  "carpet"  boom  by  a  factor  of  two  to  five.  Duration 
does  not  vary  significantly.  The  "focus"  boom  will  only  affect  a  fixed  area 
on  the  ground,  i.e.,  the  boom  does  not  move  along  the  surface  with  the 
aircraft,  as  does  a  "carpet"  boom.  In  each  maneuver,  pressure  buildups  occur 
in  the  localized  regions  suggested  by  the  shaded  areas  shown  in  the  sketches 
in  Figure  2b.  Illustrated  are  three  types  of  maneuvers  which  could  result 
in  pressure  buildups  at  ground  level  (a  longitudinal  acceleration,  a  90 
turn  and  a  pushover  maneuver).  The  effects  can  be  minimized  by  reducing 
acceleration  rates  and  turn  rates.  The  turn  focus  does  not  always  reach  the 
ground  if  a  large  radius  turn  is  used.  The  pushover  focus  does  not  always 
reach  the  ground  if  a  3mall  curvature  of  the  flight  path  is  used.  Pull-up 
maneuvers  and  deceleration  do  not  prod  ice  a  focus  boom. 
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Figure  2b  -  Areas  on  the  ground  exposed  to  focused  sonic  booms  resulting 
from  three  different  airplane  maneuvers. 

Combined  Maneuvering: 

Air-to-air  intercept  training  events,  as  a  part  of  combat  air  maneuvering 
training,  present  the  worst  situation  in  regard  to  sonic  booms  and  their 
possible  effects  on  the  ground  environment.  Thi3  training  event  initially 
employs  the  aircraft's  radar  system  to  acquire  and  engage  a  target  aircraft 
and  combines  straight  and  level  flight  (sometimes  at  supersonic  speeds)  at 
medium  and  high  altitude  until  visual  engagement  maneuvers  are  initiated. 
Traces  of  a  number  of  flight  paths  of  F-15  aircraft  at  the  Ocean  MOA  show 
that,  except  for  this  entry  and^gxit,  maneuvers  are  concentrated  in  an  area 
roughly  of  an  elliptical  shape.  The  origin  of  the  ellipse  is  midway 
between  the  two  navigational  reference  points  where  radar  contact  between 
the  opposing  aircraft  began.  These  two  points  are  generally  about  40  miles 
apart  and  the  major  axl3  of  the  ellipse  is  along  the  line  connecting  them. 
For  F-15  aircraft  the  elliptical  maneuvering  area  is  approximately  20  miles 
wide  by  34  miles  long.  Within  this  area,  supersonic  flight  is  contained 
within  a  smaller  ellipse,  with  the  same  origin  and  principal  axes  as  the 
larger.  Traces  of  representative  flight  tracks  show  that  in  the  Oceana 
data,  an  aircraft  can  be  at  any  location  within  the  ellipse  during  a  sortie. 
The  radar  portion  of  the  intercept  is  complete  upon  simulated  missile 
release.  The  engagement  then  often  continues  as  a  visual  air  combat 
maneuvering  engagement  with  both  aircraft  still  supersonic,  but  now  within 
the  elliptical  airspace  with  maneuvering  oriented  to  the  vertical.  Thus, 
the  air  intercept  portion  of  oombat  air  maneuvering  training  may  result  in  a 
combination  of  the  "carpet"  sonic  boom  and  additional  "focus"  booms  in  one 
event. 
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Upper  Atmosphere  Propagation  (Secondary  Boom  Carpet): 


Another  factor  that  should  be  mentioned  in  sonic  boom  characteristics  is  the 
long  range  "over-the-top"  sonic  boom  propagation  in  the  upper  atmosphere. 

In  most  instances  of  supersonic  flight  activity  there  are  actually  two 
patterns  of  exposure  detected  at  ground  level.  Tj^gse  tw0  patterns  can  be 
designated  the  primary  and  secondary  boom  carpets.  The  primary  boom  carpet 
is  formed  by  the  normally  observed  sonic  boom  overpressures  resulting  from 
3hock  wave  propagation  through  the  atmosphere  below  the  aircraft.  The 
center  of  this  carpet  is  directly  beneath  the  flight  track  and  extends  out 
laterally  as  far  as  the  cutoff  distance.  The  secondary  boom  carpet  is 
generated  from  shock  waves  that  are  moving  upwards  until  they  reach  that 
region  of  the  atmosphere  where  temperature  increases  as  altitude  increases 
(the  inverse  condition  to  what  normally  occurs  at  lower  elevations).  In 
this  area  the  shock  waves  are  refracted  back  toward  the  ground.  These 
upward  moving  shock  waves  can  be  generated  in  the  atmosphere  above  the 
aircraft  or  they  can  be  generated  from  the  shock  waves  orglnating  below  the 
aircraft  after  they  have  bounced  off  the  ground  (inside  the  primary  boom 
carpet)  or  have  been  refracted  upwards  without  touching  the  ground.  The 
secondary  carpet  can  be  pictured  as  an  oblong  doughnut  sitting  around  the 
primary  carpet.  Between  the  primary  and  secondary  carpets  there  exists  a 
region  in  which  no  sonic  booms  are  observed. 

Tn  the  region  of  the  primary  boom  carpet,  on  or  near  the  ground  track, 

N-wave  type  signatures  are  typically  observed  with  overpressures  in  the  1  to 
5  psf  range  and  durations  of  100  to  300  milliseconds.  At  the  fringes  of  the 
primary  boom  carpet,  near  the  lateral  cutoff,  the  signatures  degenerate 
into  weak  sound  waves,  and  they  lose  their  N-wave  characteristics.  In  the 
region  of  the  secondary  boom  carpet,  the  disturbances  tend  to  be^ery  weak 
in  intensity  (0.001  to  0.01  psf)  but  persist  over  longer  periods.  It  is  the 
higher  overpressure  N-wave-type  sonic  booms  that  have  caused  community 
acceptance  problems.  On  the  other  hand,  the  lateral  cutoff  booms  and  the 
secondary  carpet  booms  tend  to  be  more  of  a  curiosity  and  are  not  apt  to 
cause  community  response  problems.  The  secondary  carpet  booms  are  generally 
not  even  audible,  but  can  cause  building  vibrations  which  may  be  observed. 
Because  there  is  generally  no  significant  impact  associated  with  the 
secondary  boom  carpet,  it  will  not  be  discussed  further. 

HUMAN  RESPONSE: 


Of  the  many  field  studies  conducted  to  better  understand  community  response 
to  sonic  booms,  the  three  most  extensive  were  conducted  over  St  Louis, 
Oklahoma  City,  and  Edwards  Air  Force  Base. 

A. 

St  Louis,  Missouri  —  during  the  early  1960s,  St  Louis  was  exposed  to  sonic 
booms  over  a  seven-month  period.  A  total  of  76  flights  of  supersonic 
aircraft  were  made  (with  several  aircraft,  per  flight),  producing 
over-pre3sures  up  to  3  pounds  per  square  foot  (psf).  After  the  flights,  a 
random  sampling  of  residents  revealed  the  following: 

-  About  90%  experienced  some  interference  with  speech,  activities,  etc. 

-  About  35%  were  annoyed. 
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-  Less  than  10$  contemplated  complaint  action. 

-  A  fraction  of  1$  actually  filed  a  formal  complaint. 

-  The  number  of  formal  complaints  was  proportional  to  the  number  of 
supersonic  missions,  i.e.,  as  missions  progressed,  formal  complaints 
increased. 

-  A  large  proportion  of  formal  complaints  mentioned  building  damage. 

-  No  adverse  physiological  effects  were  noted. 

B 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  —  Slightly  more  than  1250  sonic  booms  were 
generated  over  Oklahoma  City  during  the  spring  and  summer  of  19611.  The 
average  weekly  intensity  of  over-pressure  was  increased  from  1.13  psf  to 
1 . 6 0  psf  over  the  period  of  the  test.  Over-pressures  during  the  te3t  ranged 
from  0  to  3*5  psf.  Almost  3000  adults,  representing  a  cross-section  of 
local  residents,  were  interviewed  three  times  during  the  six-month  test. 
Based  on  responses  to  various  questions  asked  during  the  interviews,  the 
group  was  divided  into  those  considered  "favorably  disposed  toward  aviation" 
and  those  classified  as  "unfavorable"  similar  to  those  found  in  the  St  Louis 
test.  There  were  exceptions,  however,  as  indicated  below: 

-  About  3$  of  the  "favorable"  group  felt  like  complaining  about  the 
booms  and  less  than  2$  actually  did,  while  37$  of  the  "hostile"  group  felt 
like  Complaining  and  12?  uid. 

-  At  end  of  the  test,  73$  of  the  total  group  felt  they  could  learn  to 
live  with  eight  booms  per  day  indefinitely. 

-  Reactions  of  urban  and  rural  residents  to  sonic  booms  were  essentially 
the  same. 

-  Persons  who  filed  formal  complaints  with  the  FAA  were  much  more 
intensely  annoyed  and  hostile  toward  the  supersonic  aircraft  than  were 
non-complainers.  These  individuals  reported  3  to  4  times  more  sonic  boom 
interference,  four  times  more  annoyance,  6  to  9  times  more  desire  to 
complain  and  3  times  more  damage  by  booms.  They  placed  less  importance  on 
aviation  in  general,  the  necessity  of  supersonic  travel  or  the  necessity  of 
local  booms.  Complainers  were  more  often  middle-aged  females  with  older 
children  and  smaller  families.  They  generally  had  more  education  and  income 
and  more  often  had  ties  with  the  aviation  industry.  About  40$,  however, 
felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  eight  sonic  booms  per  day. 

Edwards  AFB,  California1"  —  In  1967,  residents  from  the  base  and  two  nearby 
communities  occupied  indoor  and  outdoor  test  sites  and  reported  their 
physiological  reactions  to  sonic  boom  over-pressures  in  the  range  of  . ,5  to 
3.0  psf.  Test  results  were  as  follows: 

-  Those  indoors  reacted  to  an  over-pressure  of  1.69  psf  as  unacceptable 
in  the  following  proportion:  50$  of  the  residents  from  the  two  communities; 
27$  of  the  residents  from  the  base. 


-  Those  outdoors  reacted  to  ar.  over-pressure  of  1 .69  paf  ^ 
unacceptable:  59S  from  the  two  communities;  3 3%  from  the  base. 

-  Including  all  tests,  outdoor  listeners  found  booms  slightly  less 
acceptable  than  indoor  listeners.  Additionally,  reaction  of  outdoor 
listeners  was  more  consistent. 

-  Age  and  sex  were  not  statistically  significant  parameters  in  the 
rating  and  sonic  boom  repetitions  did  not  increase  acceptability. 

Physiological  effects  of  sonic  booms  have  been  studied  in  several  countries 
and  over  a  variety  of  human  conditions. 

In  Russia1?  tests  were  conducted  to  determine  the  effect  on  brain  and  heart 
potential,  blood  chemistry,  arterial  pressure,  auditory  acuity  and  visual 
response  delay.  Results  showed  that  sonic  boom  intensities  of  up  to  1.72 
psf  cause  very  slight  shifts  in  these  human  functions.  These  shifts  did  not 
exceed  the  normal  range  of  fluctuation  and  returned  to  normal  in  one  to  two 
minutes. 

The  University  of  Toronto  Insitute  for  Aerospace  Studies  exposed 
individuals  to  2b  sonic  booms  per  minute  for  two  minutes  at  over-pressures 
of  2,  4  and  8  psf.  Results  showed  that  booms  of  up  to  8  psf  had  no 
detrimental  effect  on  human  hearing  or  heart  rate,  but  that  over-pressures 
of  4  psf  would  be  considered  unacceptable  t  most  people.  Impacts  of 
over-pressures  greater  than  8  psf  were  not  examined. 

The  committee  on  Hearing,  Bioacoustics  and  Biomechanics  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Science,  National  Research  Council,  published  damage  risk 
criteria  recommending  limits  to  peak  impulsive  noise  levels  as  a  function  of 
impulse  duration  for  a  nominal  exposure  of  100  impulses  per  day.  For 
impulse  noises  such  as  the  sonic  boom  the  limit  is  1 40  db  which  equates  to 
approximately  4.17  psf  booms.  This  criteria  is  designed  to  protect 
individuals  from  experiencing  a  permanent  threshold  shift  in  hearing  over  a 
long  term  (20  years)  period. 

Tests  have  been  conducted  to  determine  the  effect  of  sonic  booms  on  sleep, 
task  performance,  loudness  annoyance  and  startle  acceptability  and  many 
other  areas.  The  Sonic  Boo®  Literature  Survey  encapsulates  92 
investigations  in  the  human  response  to  sonic  booms.  The  following  general 
conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  these  tests: 

-  The  most  frequently  reported  complaint  in  regard  to  sonic  booms  is 
house  rattles  and  vibrations. 

-  Booms  cf  similar  intensity  are  slightly  less  acceptable  to  listeners 
outdoors . 

-  In  all  tests  conducted  thus  far  there  has  been  no  evidence  of  direct 
personal  injury  resulting  from  sonic  booms. 
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-  On  the  basis  of  experimental  evidence  to  date,  an  acceptable  sonic 
boom  over-pressure  compatible  with  undisturbed  sleep  cannot  be  given. 

-  Some  experiments  have  shown  a  tendency  for  sonic  boom  exposure  to 
degrade  the  performance  of  certain  visual  and  motor  taslcs,  while  other  testa 
have  shown  no  effect  on  performance.  The  response  is  dependent  upon  the 
individual  subject  and  the  sonic  boom  over-pressure. 

At  the  request  of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Committee  on 
Hearirg,  Bioacoustics  and  Biomechanics  (CHABA)  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Science  has  reviewed  the  available  data  on  human  response  to  sonic  booms  and 
has  recommended  a  procedure  for  assessing  the  impact  of  soni^jbggms  and 
other  high-energy  acoustical  impulses  on  residential  living.  ’  °This 
procedure  relates  percent  of  a  population  that  would  be  expected  to  be 
highly  annoyed  by  the  sonic  boom  environment  to  the  C-weighted  day-night 
average  sound  level  (abbreviated  as  CDNL)  in  decibels.  This  measure  is  the 
long  term  average  of  the  C-weighted  sound  levels  accumulated  over  a  24  hour 
period,  with  a  10  decibel  penalty  to  events  that  ocour  after  10:00  p.m.  and 
before  7:00  a.m.  The  C-weighting  is  a  standardized  frequency  response  found 
on  sound  level  measuring  equipment.  The  C-welghting  puts  more  emphasis  on 
the  sounds  of  low  frequencies  than  the  A-weighting  used  for  more  common 
sounds  such  as  traffic  noise  or  subsonic  airplane  noise. 


The  CDNL  for  sonic  boom  exposures  can  be  calculated  from  the  expression: 


LCdn  =  LCE 


i°S10  <Nd 


10  Nn> 


49.4 


Where  L  is  the  logarithmic  average  of  the  C-weighted  sound  exposure  level 
of  individual  booms,  is  the  number  that  occur  between  7:00  a.m.  and  10:00 
p.m.,  N  Is  the  number  that  occur  from  10:00  p.m.  until  7:00  a.m.,  and  49.4 
is  ten  ?imes  the  logarithm  of  the  number  of  seconds  in  a  24  hour  day, 
relative  to  a  one  second  reference  period.  An  equation  to  calculate 
C-weighted  sound  exposure  levels  is  given  for  the  F-16  on  Page  B-26. 


The  relation  between  CDNL  and  the  percent  of  a  population  that,  on  average, 
would  be  highly  annoyed  is: 


Percent 

CDNL  Highly  Annoyed 


50 

3 

55 

6 

60 

12 

65 

23 

70 

39 
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STRUCTURAL  RESPONSE: 


Following  are  general  observations  from  100  investigations  of  structural 
response  to  sonic  booms. 

-  The  largest  percentage  of  sonic  boom  damage  claims  has  been  for  glass 
damage.  Plaster  damage  is  second. 

-  The  direction  of  boom  propagation  in  relation  to  the  orientation  of  a 
structure  is  very  important. 

-  Sonic  booms  with  over-pressure  of  3  psf  to  5  psf  oan  cause  minor 
damage  to  plaster  on  wood  lath,  old  gypsum  board  and  bathroom  tile,  new 
stucco,  and  suspended  ceilings  already  damaged. 

-  A  supersonic  flight  which  produces  1  psf  over-pre33ure  oan  be  expected 
to  break  68  per  million  exposed  glass  panes.  Breakage  will  occur  almost 
entirely  in  already  cracked  windows.  Breakage  rate  of  new  glass  properly 
installed  should  be  about  1  pane  per  million. 

-  Seismic  effects  resulting  from  sonic  booms  are  well  below  structural 
damage  thresholds. 

Three  large  scale  tests  account  for  the  hulk  of  recorded  data  available  in 
describing  structural  response  to  sonic  boom  over-pressure.  These  include 
the  Oklahoma  City  and  Edwards  AFB  tests  mentioned  previously  and  a  test 
conducted  at  White  Sands  in  1965. 

Q 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  —  Eleven  typical  types  of  residential  structures 
were  instrumented  and  exposed  to  eight  sonic  booms  per  day  at  over-pressures 
of  zero  to  3-5  psf.  The  test  program  consisted  of  26  weeks  of  eight  dally 
controlled  sonic  booms  having  intensities  in  the  range  0  -  3.5  psf  (medium 
peak  over-pressure  of  1 .2  psf)  followed  by  thirteen  weeks  of  observation  and 
inspection  of  the  structures  to  determine  the  normal  rate  of  deterioration 
as  compared  to  the  rate  of  deterioration  found  during  the  26  week  sonic  boom 
period.  The  major  conclusions  reached  as  a  result  of  this  investigation 
were  as  folows: 

-  There  was  no  conclusive  evidence  of  significant  damage  to  the  test 
houses.  However,  there  was  a  significant  increase  in  the  occurrence  of 
minor  paint  cracking  over  nail  heads  and  in  corners  in  two  of  the  test 
houses  during  the  sonic  boom  period,  suggesting  that  sonic  booms  accelerated 
this  minor  deterioration. 

-  Measured  deflection  of  window  glass  in  the  test  houses  was  not 
sufficient  to  cause  damage. 

-  Maximum  free  ground  over-pressure  alone  is  of  little  value  in  making 
structural  response  calculations  since  the  shape  and  duration  of  the 
pressure  wave  acting  on  the  structure,  plus  the  natural  frequency  of  the 
structural  element  must  be  taken  into  consideration. 
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-  For  a  given  aircraft  producing  N-waves  of  constant  length,  the  impulse 
of  the  wavs  (positive  area  under  the  pressure-time  plot)  can  be  more  closely 
correlated  with  some  structural  responses  than  can  over-pres3ura.  However, 
impulses  from  one  aircraft  should  not  be  directly  compared  with  impulses 
produced  by  a  dissimilar  aircraft  for  purposes  of  structural  response. 

Edwards  AFB,  California  —  Typical  wood  frame  houses,  as  well  as  long  span 
steel  frame  industrial  buildings,  were  Instrumented  and  subjected  to 
over-pressures  of  two  and  three  psf.  Booms  with  durations  of  0.1  second 
(fighter  aircraft)  and  0.2  second  (bomber  aircraft)  were  produced  to 
determine  wall  displacement  (flexing).  The  measured  plate  response  of  three 
gypsum  board/wood  stud/wood  siding  walls  and  one  large  plate  glass  window, 
and  the  measured  racking  response  of  two  typical  wood  frame  houses,  one 
one-story  and  one  two-story,  were  analyzed  in  detail  and  compared  with  the 
response  predicted  using  boom  signatures.  The  following  were  the  most 
significant  findings  of  this  study: 

-  Sonic  booms  from  large  aircraft  such  as  the  XB-70  affect  a  greater 
range  of  structural  elements  (those  elements  with  natural  frequencies  below 
5  ops)  than  sonic  booms  from  smaller  aircraft  such  as  the  B-58  and  F-104. 

-  Peak  plate  displacements  of  three  typical  walls  in  the  two  test  houses 
were  less  than  0.034  inches  for  sonic  boom  over-pressure  of  approximately  2 
psf.  Racking  displacements  were  extremely  small  at  the  roof  lines  of  the 
two  test  houses  (.005"  and  .0018")  for  sonic  booms  on  the  order  of  2  psf. 

-  Structural  response  could  be  adequately  predicted  using  peak 
ove^-pressures  and  Dynamic  Amplification  Factor  (DAF)  spectra  calculated 
from  free-field  signatures. 

-  No  sonic  boom  damage  was  observed  in  test  structures  prior  to  or  after 
the  test  flights. 

-  Since  the  cond ' tion  of  the  glass  panes  at  Edwards  AFB  was  determined 
prior  to  the  test  program,  the  number  of  damaged  panes  caused  by  booms  from 
test  missions  should  be  an  indicator  of  glass  damage  to  be  expected  from 
supersonic  flights  generating  peak  over-pressures  of  2-3  psf.  The  rate  was 
one  damaged  pane  per  7.9  million  boom-pane  exposures.  This  rate  was  27 
percent  of  the  rate  for  buildings  in  communities  adjacent  to  Edwards  which 
were  not  condition  surveyed  prior  to  test  missions. 

-  Fifty-eight  percent  of  all  incidents  of  damage  for  which  complaints 
were  received  were  listed  as  possibly  caused  by  sonic  booms  generated  by 
test  program  flights.  Of  these  valid  incidents,  80  percent  were  for  glass, 
5.5  percent  for  plaster  or  stucco,  ad  14.5  percent  for  bric-a-brac  or  other 
fallen  object  damage. 

White  Sands,  New  Mexico1"  —  Twenty-one  structures  were  instrumented  and 
exposed  to  1500  booms  with  over-pressures  up  to  20  psf.  Insight  was  gained 
into  large  and  small  building  reactions  to  sonic  booms.  No  damage  was 
detected  for  over-pressure  up  to  5  psf,  nor  was  there  any  evidence  of 
cumulative  damage  effects  after  a  series  of  860  successive  flights  producing 
5  psf.  One  boom  of  about  40  psf  was  generated  accidentally.  The  structural 
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test  area  included  21  buildings  varying  in  design,  construction,  and  age. 

The  following  are  the  most  significant  conclusions  reached  as  a  result  of 
this  study: 

-  The  direction  of  boom  pressure  propagation  in  relation  to  the 
orientation  of  structure  or  structural  element  is  very  important  to  Its 
reaction.  For  example,  booms  traveling  directly  into  a  window  cause  the 
window  to  react  more  violently  than  do  booms  traveling  away  from  the  window. 

-  The  peak  pressure  recorded  on  an  exterior  wall  surface  is  Influenced 
by  the  wall  rigidity.  The  stiffer  the  wall,  the  higher  the  pressure. 

-  Reflecting  surfaces  such  as  billboards  or  houses  placed  beyond  15  feet 
from  an  external  house  wall  do  no  significantly  modify  the  peak  boom 
pressure  applied  to  the  wall.  Depending  on  orientation  of  the  wall  and  the 
reflecting  surface  with  respect  to  the  aircraft  flight  direction,  an 
increase  in  peak  pressure  can  be  expected  when  the  reflecting  surface  is 
closer  than  15  feet  from  the  wall. 

-  Motion  of  the  frame  holding  a  window  does  not  significantly  influence 
the  response  of  large  windows  framed  by  stud  walls. 

-  The  average  transraissibility  of  large  windows  (8'  x  10'),  defined  as 
the  ratio  of  peak  inside  to  peak  outside  pressure,  can  vary  between  0.5 
(boom  wave  directed  into  window)  and  1.0  (boom  wave  directed  away  from 
window) . 

-  The  transmlsslbility  of  a  room  appears  to  be  governed  more  by  the  size 
of  the  window  walling  the  room  than  by  room  volume. 

-  Dooms  cause  exterior  walls  to  move  more  than  interior  walls  in  the 
minimum  damage  index  level  for  walls  in  small  houses,  such  as  those  used  in 
the  test.  Bellows  distortion  may  govern  wall  damage  for  larger  houses,  but 
the  associated  minimum  damage  index  level  for  the  larger  houses  could  be 
larger  than  that  observed  in  these  tests. 

-  To  study  the  cumulative  effects  of  repeated  sonic  booms,  680 
successive  flights  at  a  scheduled  over-pressure  of  5.0  psf  were  generated 
during  one  period  of  the  study.  No  damage  to  previously  undamaged  material 
was  identified  during  this  period. 

-  Bricks  on  the  sill  below  a  picture  window  in  one  of  the  test  houses 
were  cracked  by  the  accidental  sonic  boom.  This  was  apparently  caused  by 
the  window  flexing  outward  after  being  pushed  inward  by  the  boom 
over-pressure  (the  glas3  was  not  damaged). 

The  results  of  the  three  large  scale  sonic  boom  structural  tests  and  several 
other  tests  were  ana^zed  by  MSA.  In  their  conclusion  they  make  the 
following  statement: 

The  extensive  series  of  overflight  tests  have  provided  valuable  data 
on  the  order  of  magnitude  of  responses  to  be  expected.  The  tests 
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show  that  building  structures  in  good  repair  should  not  be  damaged 
at  boom  over-pressures  less  than  about  11  lb/ft.  However,  it  i. 
recognized  that  considerable  loading  variability  occurs,  owing  to 
atmospheric  effects,  and  that  the  residual  strength  of  structures 
varies  according  to  usage  and  natural  causes.  ThU3,  there  is  a 
small  probability  that  some  damage  will  be  produced  by  the 
intensities  expected  to  be  produced  by  supersonic  aircraft. 

One  additional  investigation  is  worthy  of  mention.  In  1977  an  adobe  house 
in  southern  Arizona  was  iggtrumented  and  evaluated  while  superosnio  training 
was  taking  place  overhead.  The  conclusion  of  the  evaluation  was  that  the 
adobe  structure  reacted  similar  to  a  conventional  style  structure.  Based  on 
this  analysis,  there  should  be  no  difference  in  the  probability  of  damage  to 
an  adobe  structure  or  a  conventional  structure. 

EFFECTS  ON  TERRAIN  AND  SEISMIC  ACTIVITY 


Several  studies  have  been  performed  to  study  the  magnitude  of  seismic 
effects  resulting  from  sonic  booms.  One  study  by  Goforth  and  McDonald 
concluded  that  the  static  deformation  that  occurs  at  the  surface  is  unlikely 
to  build  up  sufficiently  to  constitute  a  menace  to  structures.  As  a  part  of 
the  analysis,  the  peak  particle  velocity  was  determined  for  various 
geological  formations.  The  damage  potential  of  the  peak  particle  velocities 
produced  by  the  sonic  booms  is  well  below  damage  thresholds  accepted  by  the 
United  States  Bureau  of  Mines  and  other  agencies.  The  peak  particle 
velocities  recorded  at  a  depth  of  44  feet  were  attenuated  by  a  factor  of  75 
relative  to  those  recorded  at  the  surface.  The  maximum  ground  particle 
velocity  is  of  the  order  of  0.1  millimeters  per  second  for  each  psf  of  sonic 
boom  over-pressure. 

There  has  been  some  concern  that  supersonic  flights  over  mountainous  areas 
could  cause  avalanches  under  certain  conditions.  bIn  1967,  damage  in  two 
National  Parks  was  attributed  to  falling  earth  and  rock.  In  both  incidents, 
the  falling  earth  and  rock  were  preceeded  by  sonio  booms.  The  only  test  in 
the  United  States  to  study  possibility  of  avalanches  was  conducted  in  the 
Star  Mountain  area  near  Leadville,  Colorado.  Eighteen  supersonic  runs  were 
studied  with  over-pressures  ranging  from  1.5  to  5.2  psf.  No  avalanohe  was 
observed  as  a  direct  result  of  a  sonic  boom.  Forest  Service  personnel  rated 
the  avalanche  hazard  as  low  during  the  test  period  and  considered  the  test 
as  inconclusive;  therefore,  the  potential  for  sonic  booms  triggering 
avalanches  remains  largely  unknown. 

STATISTICAL  STUDIES  OF  DAMAGE 


Data  was  gathered  from  the  Oklahoma  City  and  St.  Louis  test  a3  well  as  a  test 
in  Chicago  to  determine  the  number  of  complaints  and  damage  claims  submitted 
by  the  public.  Data  also  was  used  to  verify  damage  claims  and  dollar  value 
of  claims  paid  Most  claims  involved  broken  glass  and  cracked  plaster  in 

more  poorly  constructed  and  maintained  homes.  Injury  claims  to  people  or 
animals  were  very  few  and  of  an  indirect  type,  ouch  as  injury  resulting  from 
falling  objects,  broken  glass  or  self  injury  due  to  startle. 


B-15 


From  1956  to  1970,  the  amount  of  money  claims  for  structural  damage  was 
$30.6  million  while  the  amount  paid  was  $1.7  million.  For  the  years  up  to 
and  including  1968,  65%  of  all  paid  claims  were  for  glass  and  18%  were  for 
plaster  damage. 

By  far,  the  largest  percentage  of  sonic  boom  damage  claims  stems  from  broken 
or  cracked  glass  damage.  All  of  the  tests  conducted  in  the  United  States 
have  confirmed  that  glass  damage  is  the  most  prevalent  damage  caused  by 
sonic  booms.  Because  the  microstructure  of  glass  is  amorphous  rather  than 
crystalline,  the  practical  design  strength  of  glass  is  a  surface  condition 
property  rather  than  a  constant  material  property.  What  this  indicates  is 
that  the  strength  of  the  glass  is  dependent  on  the  surface  scratch 
condition.  Glass  that  has  been  sandblasted,  scratched,  or  nicked  will  not 
exhibit  the  same  strength  as  a  properly  installed,  relatively  new  pane  of 
glass. 

In  addition  to  the  variation  due  to  surface  scratch  condition,  there  are 
also  variations  with  loading  geometry,  loading  rate,  atmospheric  moisture 
content,  and  composition.  Glass  also  exhibits  a  property  known  as  "static 
fatigue"  in  that  it  is  weaker  for  loads  of  longer  duration.  Thus  for  sonic 
boom  loading,  which  has  a  duration  of  the  order  of  0.1  sec,  the  strength  of 
glass  will  be  roughly  twice  that  obtained  in  typical  laboratory  assessments. 
By  using  a  data  base  of  unpublished  static  test  results  provided  by 
Libbey-Owens-Ford  Company,  a  atatislical  analysis  was  performed  to  determine 
the  probability  of  glass  breakage  for  various  over-pressures.  If  all  flight 
paths  are  considered  equally  likely;  that  is,  the  aircraft  could  approach 
from  any  direction,  then  the  probability  of  breakage  for  good  glass  at 
various  nominal  over-pressures  is  shown  below. 

Overpressures  Probability  of  Breakage 

1  psf  ,000001* 

2  psf  ,000023 


*1  pane  in  1,000,000  panes 

If  the  aircraft  were  to  approach  from  head-on  or  perpendicular  to  the  plane 
of  the  window,  the  probability  would  increase  somewhat,  as  shown  below: 


uV6i'pr'6SSui-ecj 

Probability  of  B: 

1  psf 

.000023 

2  psf 

.000075 

4  psf 

.001200 

20  psf 

.105000 

40  p3f 

.323000 

ANIMAL  RESPONSE: 


Controlled  Investigations  of  animal  reponse  to  sonic  booms  began  In  1965 
with  study  of  the  effect  of  hatchability  of  chicken  eggs.  It  was  resumed  in 
1967  when  the  response  of  farm  animals  to  sonic  booms  was  studied  as  part  of 
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the  Edwards  Air  Force  Base  sonic  boom  experiments.  Subsequent  studies  were 
concerned  with  the  response  of  cattle  and  horses  to  extremely  intense  booms 
(80  to  144  psf ) ,  with  effects  on  fish  and  on  reindeer,  mink  and  fish  eggs. 

The  following  are  general  conclusions  drawn  from  investigations  of  animal 
response  to  sonic  booms: 

-  The  animal  damage  claims  are  a  small  fraction  of  total  sonic  boom 
damage  claims  submitted  to  the  Air  Force. 

-  Reactions  of  farm  animals  to  sonic  booms  are  minimal. 

-  Evidence  indicates  that  exposure  of  mink  to  sonic  boom3  does  not 
affect  reproduction. 


-  Sonic  booms  do  not  affect  the  hatchability  of  chicken  eggs  nor  do  they 
affect  fish  or  fish  eggs. 

-  Although  knowledge  concerning  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  wildlife 
is  limited,  all  evidence  to  date  indicates  that  animals,  under  most 
circumstances,  are  unaffected.  Sonic  booms  may,  under  extreme  and  unusual 
circumstances  (booms  in  excess  of  100  psf)  adversely  affect  wildlife,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  Sooty  Tern  incident  (see  next  page). 


Individual  wild,  domestic  or  pet  animals  exhibit  different  reactions  to 
sonic  booms  according  to  the  species  involved,  whether  the  animal  is  alone, 
and  some  cases  whether  there  has  been  previous  exposure,  uommon  reactions 
are  moving,  raising  the  head,  stampeding,  jumping  and  running.  Avian 
species  may  run,  fly  or  crowd.  Animal  reactions  vary  from  boom  to  boom  and 
are  similar  to  low-level  subsonic  flights,  helicopters,  barking  dogs, 
blowing  paper  and  sudden  noises.  The  repo.ises  are  either  unrecognizable  or 
consist  of  an  apparent  alerting  accompanied  by  trotting  off  a  short 
distance.  Damage  claims  have  been  submitted  by  farmers  and  livestock 
breeders  concerning  loss  resulting  from  sonic  booms.  Primary  complaints 
have  been  that  the  productivity  of  animals  was  adversely  affected  and  that 
panic  and  injury  often  resulted  from  the  startle  reaction.  From  Air  Force 


claims  records  between  1961  and  1970, 
and  $128,000  in  damages  awarded.  The 
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mink  production  ($610,000  in  claims  and  $100,000  in  damages  paid)  with 
claims  for  chickens  and  horses  following. 


Several  experiments  have  been  conducted  to  investigate  the  physiological 
animal  response  to  sonic  booms.  Studies  under  various  tests  were:  Effect 
on  hatchability  of  chicken  eggs;  cattle  and  horse  response;  effects  of 
intense  booms  (80  to  144  psf)  on  fish;  reindeer;  mink;  and  fish  eggs.  In 
other  studies  no  significant  responses  or  production  changes  were  found  for 
pheasantg,  chickens,  turkeys,  sheep,  dairy  and  beef  cattle  or  horses. 

Bel L  reported  that  between  1961  and  1970,  claims  submitted  to  the  Air  Force 
for  chickens,  horses,  and  cattle  totalled  $144,000  but  only  $21,500  was 
actually  awarded  In  damages. 


Mink  Reactions: 

Two  extensive  investigations  of  mink  response  to  gonio  booms,  ranging  in 
over-pressure  fgom  0.5  psf  to  2.0  psf  in  one  test  and  3*6  psf  to  6.6  psf  in 
the  second  test;  found  that  no  adverse  effect  on  reproduction  or  behavior 
resulted  from  the  booms. 

Chickens: 


Two  tests  were  conducted  to  investigate  sonic  boom  effects  on  hatchabllity 
of  chicken  eggs.  One  study  carried  out  in  Texas  in  1965  exposed  a  total  of 
3,415  hatching  eggs  to  30  booms  per  day  over  a  21  day  period.  Over¬ 
pressures  ranged  from  0.75  psf  to  almost  6  psf.  No  deviations  in  the  hatch  < 

rate  were  found  in  this  test.  A  second  te3t  conducted  in  France  in  197^ 
exposed  hatching  eggs  to  six  booms  per  day.  The  hatched  chicks  from  these 
eggs  were  all  normal. 

Fish: 


Testing  of  fish  eggs  and  guppy  reaction  to  sonic  booms  was  conducted  in  the 
early  1970s.  Trout  and  salmon  were  reared  from  egg  stage  to  maturity  in  the 
usugl  manner  except  for  exposure  to  sonic  booms  in  the  range  of  1  psf  to  4 
psf.  No  abnormal  increase  in  mortality  rate  was  noted.  Guppies  were 
exposed  to  shock  waves  of  550  psf  (in  the  air).  The  fish  detected  the 
pass  ige  of  the  shock  wave  and  reacted  momentarily,  however,  no  adverse 
effects  were  noted  in  observations  during  two  months  subsequent  to  the 
shock  wave  exposure. 

Reindeer : 

T 

A  study  of  reindeer  reaction  to  sonic  booms  revealed  that  at  low  levels  of 
over-pressure  (0.3  psf  to  0,5  psf)  the  animals  react  with  temporary  muscle 
contraction  and  minimal  or  undetectable  interruption  of  activities.  Higher 
levels  of  over-pressure  (up  to  10.5  psf)  caused  the  reindeer  to  raise  their 
heads,  look  around  and  sniff  but  never  produced  a  reaction  strong  enough  to 
bring  resting  animals  to  their  feet.  Panic  movements  were  not  observed,  but 
neither  was  adaption  to  startle  noted. 

■Sooty  Terns: 

One  well  documented  incident  reveals  that  supersonic  over-pressure  nay  have 
affected  a  wild  bird  reproduction  rate.  During  1969  in  a  Sooty  Tern 
breeding  colony  of  a  Florida  Key,  the  birth  rate  of  young  terns  was  1 . 3%  of 
the  expected  rate.  Possible  causes  including  weather,  predation,  food 
shortage,  over-dense  vegetation  in  the  colony,  pesticides,  and  disturbance 
by  roan  were  investigated  and  discounted.  Three  very  intense  sonic  booms 
between  May  4  and  May  1 1  may  have  caused  embryo  damage  due  to  egg 
abandonment  or  physical  damage  to  uncovered  eggs.  (Overpressures  of  100  p3f 
or  more  have  been  generated  by  aircraft  flying  supersonically  within  60  feet 
of  the  ground.)  Birth  rates  in  preceeding  and  succeeding  years  were  normal. 
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Bighorn  Sheep: 

Correspondence  from  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  personnel  managing  the 
Cabeza  Prieta  Wildlife  Rgguge,  Arizona,  listed  observations  of  bighorn 
reactions  to  sonio  booms-  The  observations  were  reported  aa  follows: 

9/13/78  Plomosa  Mtns,  1  ewe,  1  yrlg,  3  class  II  rams,  2  cl.  Ill  rams. 
Activity  -  all  animals  bedded  down  (sonic  boom)  animals  stayed  in  position, 
standing  but  frozen,  then  entire  band  ran  about  20  yards  upslope ,  huddled, 
alert,  stayed  in  this  position  for  about  15  minutes  then  moved  uphill 
towards  new  shaded  area. 

1/3/79.  Plomosa  Mtns.  6  ewes,  2  yrlgs.  Activity  -  feeding  (sonic  boom) 
no  visible  reaction. 

May  1979.  New  Water  Mtns,  2  ewes,  2  lambs.  Activity  -  bedded  down 
(sonic  boom)  sheep  twisted  their  heads  and  stared  in  several  directions, 
none  of  the  animals  rose. 

3/21/79-  Kofa  Mtns.  3  rams.  Activity  -  walking  up  hillside  (sonic 
boom)  sheep  stopped,  looked  around  and  continued  walking  up  hillside. 

3/22/79.  Kofa  Mtns.  13  rams.  Activity  -  part  of  band  bedded  down, 
part  standing  around  (sonic  boom)  bedded  sheep  jumped  to  their  feet, 
standing  sheep  bolted  about  five  yards,  in  about  5  minutes  sheep  began  to 
feed  and  bed  down  again. 

Correspondent  (3  April  89)  with  personnel  from  the  Department  of  Fisheries 
and  Wildlife^  in  the  State  of  Utah,  presently  studying  bighorn  sheep  in 
conjunction  with  the  BLM  and  National  Park  Service,  indicate  the  following: 

1  .  The  bighorn  sheep  that  we  have  been  studying  seem  to  be  more 
responsive  to  visual  rather  than  auditory  disturbance.  We  do  not  know  what 
the  response  by  sheep  would  be  to  jet  aircraft  as  we  have  only  looked  at 
responses  to  fixed-wing  aircraft  (Cessna's  to  B-52's)  and  helicopters.  When 
these  aircraft  fly  over  sheep,  their  behavior  is  disrupted,  and  they  look  up 
for  the  aircraft.  If  the  aircraft  passes  them  by,  they  will  resume  their 
normal  behavior.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  aircraft  stays  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  sheep  (i.e.  circling),  the  sheep  will  flee  or  try  to  hide  (or  both). 

2.  If  the  bighorn  sheep  are  exposed  to  the  sound  of  an  aircraft 
(especially  a  helicopter),  their  behavior  is  disrupted  while  the  sound  is 
close.  When  the  sound  is  gone,  they  resume  their  behavior  (i.e.  feeding, 
etc . ) . 


3.  On  several  occasions  high  flying  jet  aircraft  flew  over  bighorn 
sheep  in  our  studies.  These  planes  often  created  sonic  booms  as  they  flew 
over.  In  such  cases  the  bighorn  sheep  looked  up,  but  then  resumed  their 
activities  soon  afterward, 

4.  With  on-the-ground  explosions  (i.e.  dynamite),  the  sheep's  behavior 
wa3  disrupted  at  the  time  of  the  explosion,  after  which  they  resumed  their 
activities • 
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SONIC  BOOM  CALCULATIONS: 

A  simplified  method  for  calculating  the  sonic  boom  characteristics  for 
various  ai ’craft  shapes  has  been  developed  as  discussed  earlier.  The  sonic 
boom  over-pressure  and  signature  duration  may  be  predicted  for  the  entire 
affected  ground  area  for  aircraft  in  level  flight  or  in  moderate  climbing  or 
descending  flight  paths.  The  procedures  for  calculation  of  the  predicted 
sonic  boom  by  the  simplified  method  involves  three  basic  steps: 
determination  of  an  aircraft  shape  factor,  evaluation  of  atmosphere 
propagation  factors,  and  calculation  of  signature  shock  strength  and 
duration. 

The  effects  of  flight-path  curvature  and  aircraft  acceleration  are  not 
eons Ldered  in  using  the  simplified  method.  The  method  is  further  restricted 
to  a  standard  atmosphere  without  wind.  These  limitations,  however,  do  not 
appear  to  affect  the  general  applicability  of  this  method  for  normal 
variations  from  the  standard  atmosphere  and  for  moderate  flight-path 
curvature  and  aircraft  acceleration.  A  variety  of  correlations  of  predicted 
and  measured  sonic  boom  data  for  aircraft  and  spacecraft  has  served  to 
demonstrate  the  applicability  of  the  simplified  method. 

The  simplified  method  is  illustrated  in  Figure  3  where: 

A  p  =  Maximum  over-pressure  expected 

K  =  Lift  parameter 

i  j 

P  =  Atmospheric  pressure  at  aircraft  altitude 
v 

P  =  Atmospheric  pressure  at  the  ground 

r. 

K  =  Shape  factor 

K  =  Pressure  amplification  factor 
P 

M  =  Mach  No, 

W  =  Weight 

7  -  Length  of  aircraft 

h  =  Height  of  aircraft  above  ground 

Several  cases  were  chosen  for  study  representing  the  range  of  altitudes  in 
which  training  aircraft  would  be  conducting  air  combat  maneuvering.  Since 
ACM  type  training  is  the  major  source  of  sonic  booms,  supersonic  activity 
involving  primarily  the  F-4,  F-15,  and  F-16  was  selected  For  each 
aircraft,  boom  strengths  were  calculated  for  altitudes  ranging  from  15,000 
to  30,000  feet  mean  sea  level.  The  calculations  were  made  for  the  aircraft 
in  steady  rectilinear  flight  (constant,  speed,  straight  and  level  flight). 
Table  1  illustrates  the  over-pressures  of  sonic  booms  for  various  altitudes. 
Table  2  shows  the  extent  (width)  of  sonic  booms  at  various  airspeeds  and 
altitudes  and  provides  the  intensity  of  the  boom  at.  cutoff. 
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Boom  Duration: 


The  N-wave  duration  (At)  can  be  estimated  by  the  relationship : 

At  =  2(y+1 )  M  r  0,25  Z  °'73  K 
^0.75  ah 

who  e: 

r  =  Slant  Range  (distance  from  observer  to  aircraft) 

=  Speed  of  Sound  at  Aircraft  Flight  Altitude 
y  =  1.4  (the  ratio  of  specific  heats) 
p  =  M2-l 

(Other  variables  are  as  described  on  previous  page.) 
Sonic  Boom  Cutoff: 


The  temperature  gradient  in  a  standard  atmosphere  refracts  sonic  booms 
upwards.  Booms  caused  by  aircraft  at  low  Mach  numbers,  depending  on 
aircraft  height,  h,  above  ground,  will  not  propagate  to  the  ground.  The 
Mach  number  below  which  this  occurs,  and  above  which  will  result  in  booms 
reaching  the  ground,  is  called  cutoff  mach  number,  and  is  symbolized  as  mq. 
The  cutoff  Mach  number  is  approximately  given  by: 

4.033  x  10"6h 

M  =  e  h  <  35,300  feet 

c  — 

M  =  1.153  35,300  <  h  <  51,000  feet 

c.  —  — 

A  similar  process  works  to  limit  the  distance  a  sonic  boom  will  propagate  to 

the  side  of  a  flight  path,  where  again  cutoff  occurs.  This  distance,  d  , 

W  "  ’ 

ir.  feet,  may  be  calculated  from, 


Where  his  height  of  the  aircraft  in  feet,  and  M  is  the  aircraft  Mach 
number. 
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C-Weighted  Sound  Exposure  Level: 

The  C-weighted  3ound  exposure  level,  CSEL,  used  to  calculate  C-weighted 
day-night  average  sound  level  for  sonic  booms  caused  by  F-16  aircraft  is 
given  approximately  by: 

lce  5  178  +  10  1Og10*vV  2‘5  logio  (M^  _1)  '  15  1Og10  r 

where: 

is  the  ratio  of  atmospheric  pressure  of  aircraft  height  to  sea  level 
pressure 

Is  the  ratio  of  atmospheric  pressure  at  an  observer’s  ground  elevation 
to  s§a  level  pressure 

M  is  the  ULrcraft.  Mach  number 

r  i3  the  slant  distance  from  aircraft  to  the  observer. 

As  an  example,  the  C-weighted  sound  exposure  level  for  an  aircraft  at  20,000 
feet  MSL,  flying  at  Mach  1.1,  directly  underneath  the  flight  path  at  an 
observer  elevation  of  3,000  feet  MSL  is  109.2  decibels. 

C-Weighted  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  Calculations: 

As  identified  earlier  in  this  Appendix,  the  C-weighted  day -night  average 
sound  level,  CDNL,  can  be  calculated  from  the  expression: 


L 


Cdn 


L  +  10  log1n  (N  +  10  N  )  -  49.4 
CE  ID  u  n 


The  term  L-  is  the  logarithmic  average  of  the  C-weighted  sound  exposure 
level  (CSEl  )  of  individual  booms  and  was  calculated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  proposal  using  the  following  rationale: 

The  proceeding  equation  for  the  term  LCE  yields  the  CSEL  at  a  single  point 
directly  below  the  flight  path.  Points  to  the  side  of  the  flight  path,  up 
to  a  cutoff,  will  have  decreasing  sound  exposure  levels  as  the  distance  from 
the  flight  path  increases.  In  addition,  the  extent  of  exposed  areas  along 
the  flight  path  will  depend  on  how  long  the  aircraft  remains  supersonic. 
Along  the  flight  path,  directly  underneath ,  the  boom  will  travel  a  distance 
equal  to  the  aircraft  speed  times  the  duration  of  supersonic  flight.  Air 
Force  statistics  on  high  performance  fighters  during  combat  maneuvers 
indicate  15  seconds  is  an  average  duration  for  supersonic  speeds.  The 
average  aircraft  elevation  and  supersonic  speed  anticipated  for  the  proposed 
airspace  is  20,000  feet  MSL  (15,000  feet  AGL)  and  Mach  1.1  respectively.  At 
Mach  1.1,  the  distance  traveled  in  15  seconds,  at  20,000  feet  MSL  altitude, 
is  approximately  17,100  feet  and  the  lateral  cutoff  for  the  boom  produce  is 
about  72,540  feet. 
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Directly  underneath  the  flight  path  the  CSEL  remains  constant.  The  CSEL  to 
the  side  of  the  flight  path  decreases  by  15  times  the  logarithm  of  the  ratio 
of  slant  distance  to  aircraft  height  above  ground,  up  to  a  lateral  distance 
equal  to  approximately  0.8  times  the  lateral  cutoff.  The  sonic  boom  wave 
disintegrates  rapidly  into  a  rather  ragged  sine  wave  of  much  lower  pressure 
as  the  lateral  distance  approaches  cutoff.  Following  Ref.  FF,  CSEL  is 
assumed  to  decrease  by  10  additional  decibels  as  the  ratio  of  lateral 
distance  to  dr  increases  from  0.8  to  1.0.  The  boom  CSEL  is  considered 
negligible  atJ greater  lateral  distances.  With  aircraft  height  of  20,000 
feet  MSL  (15,000  feet  AGL) ,  and  a  lateral  cutoff  distance  of  22,540  feet, 
the  CSEL  at  0.8  of  lateral  cutoff,  or  18,030  feet,  is  2.9  decibels  lower 
than  directly  beneath  the  flight  path,  and  approximately  13  decibels  lower 
at  22,540  feet. 


The  CSEL  along  the  boom  carpet,  directly  under  the  aircraft,  is  constant. 
The  space  average  CSEL  over  the  boom  area  is  the  energy  mean  average  sound 
level  from  0.8  times  the  lateral  cutoff  distance  on  one  side  of  the  boom 
width  to  the  sound  level  overhead.  This  space  average  value  is 
approximately  1.1  decibels  below  the  overhead  level  for  the  described 
situation.  The  space  average  CSEL  per  home  is  thus  109.2  -  1.1  =  108.1 
decibels  over  an  area  with  dimensions  of  17,100  feet  along  the  flight  track 
(3.2  miles),  18,030  feet  to  each  side  (3.4)  miles),  for  a  total  area  of  22 
square  miles . 


If  a^l  booms  generated  in  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  occurred 
such  that  the  same  22  square  mile  ground  area  was  impacted,  then  the  space 
average  CSEL  of  108.1  decibels  could  be  used  to  calculate  the  day-night 
average  sound  level,  CDNL,  for  that  area.  However,  the  booms  will  not  be 
occurring  at  the  same  location.  The  Air  Force  studied  air-to-air  combat 
maneuvers  in  the  Oceana  M0A  to  determine  the  actual  areas  where  sonic  booms 
would  be  created.  The  aircraft  used  in  the  study  were  F-15s,  but  the 
analysis  is  being  used  to  approximate  F-16  operations  for  the  purpose  of 
this  document. 


In  Re'.  GG  the  Oceana  data  was  analyzed  and  it  was  learned  that  the  traces 
of  a  lumber  of  flight  paths  show  that,  except  for  entry  and  exit  of  the  MOA, 
maneuvers  were  concentrated  in  an  area  roughly  of  an  elliptical  shape.  The 
origin  of  the  ellipse  was  at  a  geographical  location  that  i3  midway  between 
two  navigational  reference  points,  approximately  40  miles  apart,  the  major 
axis  of  the  elipse  being  along  this  line. 

For  F-15  maneuvers,  the  aspect  ratio  of  the  ellipse  surrounding  the 
maneuvering  area  was  approximately  1.7:1,  or  20  mile3  wide  by  34  miles  long, 
covering  approximately  534  square  miles.  Within  this  area,  supersonic 
flight  was  contained  within  a  smaller  ellipse,  with  the  same  origin  and 
principal  "axes"  as  the  larger,  having  an  aspect  ratio  of  1.5:1,  with 
dimensions  of  approximately  12  miles  wide  by  18  miles  long,  enclosing  an 
area  of  approximately  170  square  miles. 

Traces  of  representative  flight  tracks  indicated  that  in  the  Oceana  data  an 
aircraft  could  be  at  any  location  within  the  ellipses  during  a  sortie.  On 
average,  the  F-15  made  0,8  booms  propagating  to  the  ground  per  sortie,  of  15 
seconds  duration,  during  a  20  minute  sortie.  That  is,  during  0.010  of  the 
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t  ime  the  aircraft,  was  within  the  supersonic  maneuvering  area  it  was,  on  the 
average,  causing  a  propagating  Doom  that  reaches  the  ground.  The  randomness 
of  the  flight  tracks  within  the  supersonic  area,  and  the  low  probability  of 
occurrence  lead  to  a  first  order  assumption  that,  the  probability  of  a  boom 
being  experienced  on  the  ground  is  a  random  process  having  a  Poisson 
distribution  function.  The  expected  rate  of  boom  production,  and  resultant 
CSEL  are  as  described  above;  the  geographical  location  of  the  aircraft  when 
causing  a  boom  is  equally  probable  at  any  point  within  the  supersonic 
maneuvering  area. 

The  above  assumptions  lead  to  the  computation  that  the  space  average  CSEL 
per  boom  within  the  supersonic  maneuvering  ellipse  is  the  space  average  CSEL 
per  boom,  reduced  by  10  times  the  logarithm  of  the  ratio  of  the  area  per 
boom  to  the  area  of  the  supersonic  maneuvering  area, 

(maneuvering  area) 

Lce  =  CSEL  -  10  logio  (boom  area) 


CDNL  Calculations,  Proposed  Action : 

Under  the  proposed  action,  a  training  area  including  the  entire  airspace  was 
utilized  because  supersonic  activity  is  predicted  to  occur  randomly 
throughout  the  proposed  airspace.  This  is  attributed  to  topographic  and 
airspace  configurations.  Local  aircraft  operations  personnel  have  indicated 
that  random  distribution  of  operations  within  the  airspace  will  occur. 
Calculations  to  represent  normal  loading  conditions  are  as  follows: 

The  area  of  the  proposed  airspace  is  approximately  1,360  square  miles. 
Therefore,  the  space  averaye  C3EL  becomes: 

1  360 

Lce  =  108.1  -  10  log10  (  22)  =  90.2"  decibels 

With  26  booms  reaching  the  ground  per  day,  5  days  per  week,  52  weeks  pec 
year,  the  long  term  average  number  of  daily  operations  is: 

26  X  5/7  =19 

and  the  space  average  CDNL  within  the  maneuvering  area  is: 

-  90.2  +  10  log i o  19  -  49.4  —  50.8 
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CD NO  Ca  1  cu  1  at i ons ,  Original  Proposal: 

In  the  case  of  the  F--1  6  where  the  space  average  CSEL  has  been  determined  to 
tie  108.1  decibels  and  the  area  per  boom  is  22  square  miles. 

170 

Lcr  =  108.1  -  10  log 22  =  99.2  decibels 

Since  the  Flights  are  assumed  to  occur  anywhere  within  the  supersonic 
maneuvering  area,  including  along  its  periphery,  a  larger  area  outside  this 
boundary  will  be  exposed  to  somewhat  lower  sound  levels,  out  to  0,8  times 
the  cutoff  distance,  or  3.4  miles  to  the  side  of  the  flight  track.  This 
defines  an  outer  ellipse  with  dimensions  of  18.8  miles  total  width  by  24.8 
miles  length  with  a  long  term  averager  CSET,  of  99.2  -  2.9  =  96.3  decibels 
along  the  boundary.  A  third  ellipse,  corresponding  to  the  cutoff  boundary, 
has  dimensions  of  21.4  miles  in  width  and  27.4  miles  in  length,  with  a 
boundary  CSEL  of  86.3  decibels.  With  these  computations,  the  C-weighted 
day-night  average  sound  level  can  be  computed  for  the  cumulative  effect  of 
operations . 

In  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  it  is  anticipated  that  there  will 
be  three  separate  ellipses  where  supersonic  maneuvering  will  take  place.  In 
the  worst  case  condition  (1,050  supersonic  sorties  being  flown  in  this 
airspace  in  one  month)  it  is  further  anticipated  that  the  north  and  middle 
ellipses  will  carry  about  400  supersonic  sorties  each  with  the  couth  ellipse 
taking  the  remaining  250  supersonic  sorties.  Assuming  each  supersonic 
sortie  produces  an  average  of  2,5  booms  and  C.3  of  these  actually  reach 
ground  level,  the  land  areas  beneath  the  north  and  middle  ellipses  will  be 
subjected  to  300  booms  per  month  or  about  14  booms  per  day  and  the  land 
beneath  the  south  ellipse  will  be  subjected  to  188  booms  per  month  or  about 
9  booms  per  day. 

The  C-weighted  day-night  average  sound  level  (CDNL)  for  the  land  areas 
beneath  these  ellipses  can  then  be  calculated  using  the  equation  identified 
at  the  beginning  of  this  section. 


North  and  foiddle  Ellipses:  With  14  booms  created  per  day,  5  days  per 
week,  52  weeks  per  year,  the  long  term  average  number  of  daily  operations  is 

14  x  5/7  =  10 

and  the  space  average  CDN  L  within  the  elliptical  supersonic  maneuvering 
area  having  dimensions  of  12  by  18  miles  is: 


LCdn  =  99.2  +  10  log^g  10  -  49.4  =  59.8  decibels 
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The  ellipse  at  0.8  times  cutoff  distance,  18.8  miles  wide  by  24.8  miles 
long,  has  a  CDNL  of  59.8  -  2.9  =  56.9  decibels.  The  outer  ellipse,  defining 
the  outer  cutoff  boundary,  21.4  miles  wide  by  27.4  miles  long,  has  a  CDNL  of 
46.9  decibels. 


South  Ellipse:  With  5  booms  created  per  day,  5  days  per  week,  52 
weeks  per  year,  the  long  term  average  number  of  daily  operations  is: 

5  x  5/7  =  3.4 

and  the  space  average  CDNL  within  the  elliptical  supersonic  maneuvering  area 
having  dimensions  of  12  by  18  miles  is: 

Lcdn  =  99.2  +  10  logic  3.4  -  49.4  =  55.1  decibels 

The  ellipse  at  0.8  times  cutoff  distance,  18.8  miles  wide  by  24.8  miles 
long,  has  a  CDNL  of  55.1  -  2.9  =  52.2  decibels.  The  outer  ellipse,  defining 
the  outer  cutoff  boundary,  21.4  miles  wide  by  27.4  miles  long,  has  a  CDNL  of 
42.2  decibels. 
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PROBABILITY  OP  SONIC  BOOMS  OCCURRING 
AT  VARIOUS  POINTS  IN  PROPOSED  SUPERSONIC  AIRSPACE  EXTENSION 


PROPOSED  ACTION: 

Probability,  p,  of  a  single  boom  being  heard  in  the  proposed  supersonic 
airspace  when  only  one  boom  is  generated  is: 

p  =  carpet  area 
airspace  area 

p  =  22  sq  mi ■  =  0 . 0 1 6 

L  360  sq  mi . 

Probability  of  y  booms  being  heard  when  n  booms  are  generated  is: 

P ( Y )  =  Cn  pV  qn_Y 

y 

y  =  number  of  hooms 
n  =  number  of  booms  generated 

p  =  probability  of  a  single  boom  being  heard  when  only  one  boom  is 
generated  in  the  airspace: 

q  =  1  -  P 

cn  =  combination  of  n  things,  taken  y  at  a  time  =  _ n ! _ 

y  (yf>  (n-y)  1 

This  assumes  that  there  is  an  equal  chance  that  an  aircraft  will  be  located 
at  any  point  in  the  supersonic  airspace  area. 

The  average  number  of  carpet  booms  generated  in  a  single  day  in  the  proposed 
supersonic  airspace  is: 

7 G 8  sorties  2 . h  booms  generated  0.3  booms  to  Ground 

n  = _ month _ x _ sortie _ x_ _ booms  generated 

22  days 
mont  h 

=  26.2  ^26 
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No.  of 

Booms 

Probability  of  hearing  given 
no.  of  booms  on  a  single  day 

Probability  of  hearing  given  no 
or  more  booms  on  a  single  day 

0 

0.65 

1.00 

] 

0.28 

0.35 

2 

0.06 

0.07 

3 

0.01 

0.01 

4 

0.01 

0.01 

5 

0.01 

0.01 

6 

0.01 

0.  01 

7 

0.01 

0.01 

8 

0.01 

0.0] 

9 

0.01 

0.01 

]0 

0.01 

0.01 

0  3 


OHK'.iNAI,  PRCPOSAI,  : 


Probability,  p,  of  a  single  boom  being  heard  in  elliptical  operating  area 
when  only  one  boom  is  generated  is: 

p  =  carpet  area 
airspace  area 

p  =  22  sq  mi.  =  0.13 

170  sq  mi. 

Probability  of  y  booms  being  heard  when  n  booms  are  generated  is: 

P ( Y )  =  C"  PY  qn~y 

y 

y  --  number  of  booms 
n  =  number  of  booms  generated 

p  -  probability  of  a  single  boom  being  heard  when  only  one  boom  is 
generated  in  the  airspace 

Ca  =  combination  of  n  things,  taken  y  at  a  time  = _ nj _ 

>'  (  y  I )  (n-y)  1 

This  assumes  that  there  is  an  equal  chance  that  an  aircraft  will  be  located 
at  any  point  in  the  elliptical  operating  area. 

The  average  number  of  carpet  booms  generated  in  a  single  day  in  either  the 
northern  or  central  ellipse  is: 

400  soi ties  2.5  booms  generated  0.3  booms  to  Ground 

n  = _ month _ x_ _  sorti  > _ x _ booms  generated 

22  days 
month 


=  13.6*14 
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No.  of 

Dooms 

Probability  of  hearing  given 
no.  of  booms  on  a  sinqle  day 

Probability  of  hearing  given  no. 
or  more  booms  on  a  single  day 

0 

0.14 

1.00 

1 

0.30 

0.86 

O 

£• 

0.29 

0.  56 

3 

0.17 

0.27 

4 

0.07 

0. 10 

5 

0.02 

0.  03 

6 

0.01 

0.01 

7 

0.01 

0.01 

8 

0.01 

0.  01 

9 

0.01 

0.01 

10 

0.01 

0.01 

]  1 

0.01 

0.01 

12 

0.01 

0.01 

L  3 

0.01 

0.01 

14 

0.01 

0.01 

Anove  numbers  apply  to  the  northern  and  central  ellipses. 
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For  southern  ellipse 


Expected  no,  of  booms  =  250  x  2,5  x  0.3 

22 

booms 

=  8.25  9  day 

No.  of  Probability  of  hearing  given  probability  of  hearing  given  no. 

Booms  no.  of  booms  on  a  single  day  or  more  booms  on  a  single  day 
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D-6 

2 
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D-7 

3,  * 
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D-10 
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D-11 
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November*  21,  1S83 


Dear  Senator  Garn, 

v*  '  v  m 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  -ahd  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboqt  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school.  • 

This  area  is  populated.  Us  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <5®> .  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  "one 
hundred  and  twenty  (12®).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenfv  U2C3)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 

counted  Only  fifteen  \15>  people.*  •*  ** 

'  - 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I*  appeal  to  you  as  my  represent  at  i  ver  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans.  .  .  ■ 


Sincerely, 


U^,  ■  ' 


.. 


-f  -T 


V  . 


r  ■£ 

fJovembe'r  SI,  19Q3 


-_v..  /Q 

nui  t-- 


Dear  Senator1  Garn, 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  1 
oppose  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  >ahd  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboi\t  the. 
structural  damage  of  our  ho«eB|  churches,  and 
school.  ■ 


Thi 
school  w 
vicinity 
popul at i 
(Jvada, 
hundred 

counted 


9  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
ith  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (30>.  In  the 
affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
on  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
and  twenty  <1£0>.  Of  the  one  hundred 
ty  peep’-'  in  the  valley,,  the  DEIS 

only  fifteen  <15>  people.*  •* 


I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  supe» — 
sonic  testing  areas, 

I'  appeal  to  you  as  my  repreaertative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*"  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans.  .  .  • 


Sincerely,  » 


u  % 


November  £1,  19B3 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
'•■stjnq  and  training  the  F—16. 

I  a:-.  coricerned  about  the  physical  ^abid  Mental, 
heal',  i.  of  "iy  family.  I  arn  concerned  about  the 
p>:>:.s  . 1  e  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboiit  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

•  i  is  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
sc-.i  '.  .i  with  an  enrol  Iment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vi>.  j  i . : y  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
arid  twenty  <120>  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.'  •  ** 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 

opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super — 

some  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  rny  representat  ive  to 
use  tour  influence  to  try"'  and  stop  these 

prmo.r.od  plans. 


Sincerely, 

X(4-  >-■?€■  CK * 
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IIoi  sk  or  KnmioHUNTATivEs 

STATE  OF  UTAH 


rf,p  Lee  allen 
1st  district 

BOX  *76  TREMONTON,  UTAH  04337 

COMMITTEES:  APPROPRIATIONS  (COMMUNITY  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT)  •  HEALTH  AND  AGRICULTURE  •  STATE  AND 

LOCAL  AFFAIRS 


December  16,1983 


j 


K.  ii  v  i  i)  r  n  m  e  n  1  a  J  FI  .mniii|> 
illy  AFLC/DliFV 

Wright.  Fa  iter  won  AFB  ,  Ohio  46433 

0  o  u  t.  I  eine  n  : 

Enclosed  iu  a  copy  of  a  let  Lei'  went  tu  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force  in  response  to  the  Proposed  Extension  of  the 
Supursonic  Flight  Training  Area  in  the  Dandy  MOA  . 

I  uin  concerned  about,  the  safety  factor  uiul  the  increased 
risk  of  mid  air  collisions',  with  slower  f  Lying  commercial  aircraft 
on  the  perimeters  of  the  MUA  1  s>  ,  but  more  than  that  1  am  very 
concerned  about  the  adverse  effects  that  supersonic  flights  will 
have  on  the  civilian  population  in  the  area. 


Ii  1  n  e  c  r  u  ly  ,  } 

_ 

Lee  Allen,  State  Representative 
District  #1 


D-6 


IIoXTWli  Ol'  UkJ’KHSKNTATIVES 

STATE  OF-  UTAH 


REX’.  IjEE  AI.T.KN 
1st  DISTRICT 

BOX  278.  TREMONTON.  UTAH  S4337 
COMMITTEES i  APPROPRIATIONS  (COWMUNITV  ANO  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 


•  HEALTH  AND  AGRICULTURE  "  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  AFFAIR* 


December  y , iyb3 


Uqiartm  at  of  the  Air  Force 
Attn:  h  '  Ivivis 
•pb4y  Aih/IuBXX 

Hill  Air  Force  base,  Utah  Kef:  Gand y  MOA 

1  r \xi’  Sirs : 

This  letter  is  written  in  response  to  the  proposal  by  the  Air  Force  to  significantly 
expand  the  supersunic  overflight  area  in  the  Gandy  MOA. 

We  are  very  much  aware  of  the  need  for  continual  training  hy  the  Air  Force  Personnel 
aid  the  reasons  for  the  desired  expansion  of  the  range  in  the  western  desert.  We  are 
also  very  concerned  about  the  quality  of  life  for  the  residents  living  in  the  effected 
areas.  Alsu  Uiut  their  property  rights  and  the  security  of  their  families  are  protected. 

It  seems  Uiut  the  residents  are  Somewhat  resigned  to  the  fact  tliat  the  Air  Force 
activity  i part  of  their  lives,  but  it  is  clearly  indicated  that  they  are  disturbed  _ 
ny  the  attitude  of  some-  of  the  Air  Force  Personnel  who  in  their  enthusiasm,  or  poor 
Judgement,  are  flying  aircraft  much  lower  than  the  ^000  foot  floor  spoKen  of  in  your 
presentation,  liven  at  sub  sonic  speeds  these  low  level  flights  play  havoc  with  the 
livestock,  personal  property  and  tranquility  of  that  remote  area. 

ft 

It,  iiny  be  that  your  pilots  will  have  to  learn  to  exercise  some  restraint  and 
sell’  control,  expo  dally  over  the  inhabited  areas. 

If  t.ne  quality  of  life  for  the  local  residents  continues  to  deteriorate  significantly 
because  of  the  supersonic  overflights  md  if  the  sonic  blasts  are  much  more  frequent 
or  forceful  than  you  have  indicated,  it  inay  be  necessary  to  reappraise  the  situation 
and  t,aJu:  whatever  corrective  action  is  required. 

It  i.  my  feeling  tliat  1  would  have  to  definitely  oppose  any  expansion  of  Air 
piivo  i jper.it ions  that  would  adversely  affect  the  civilian  population  ox-  euuViiciviai 
airline  nightc.  in  either-  the  rang/,  north  of  Highway  1-iiO  or  the  Gandy  range  to  the  4 

south.  H  will  be  with  a  great  ileal  of  interest  tliat  we  will  watch  the  results  of  the 
activity  in  till::  urea.. 

Uhba 


GC:  Governor  Scott.  Mathesun 
.Senator  (>rln  Hatch 
Pjn/.’.reusmmi  .Dimes  Hansen 
Senator  Karl  Swan 
Servitor  Gary  G,  Peterson 
i-fepresentati  ve  Joe  M.  Moody 


Sincerely,-;. 


iiee  Allen,  State  Hepresentutive 
District  #1 


D-7 


Partoun,  Utah 
Via  Wend over,  tit, 
Nov.  11,  1983 i 


RJ  H,*-r  'j/  SL'-  *  '  '  T  ' 

pse&^w  ■. 


&SgS&*:~  RtCC’VHl 
fe&£fev-V-  '  SLNATCd  U* 


(SfesgS&V*-  feVlB  12  oo 


P&S^r-t-Y 


:j5er  “ir: 

I  -_3  ^p.Vihg^;tp  protest  the  establishing  of  the  Gandy  Range  area  for  testing 
c_-.  rr—nicsflights  o  f  the  F-16. 


•■ r:  whoilive  in  Partoun,  Gandy,  and  Uvada  were  never  given  notices  of  hearings 
i.  j.'.ldSio  •discuss  the  matter.  Wa  first  heard  about  it  Nov.  3,  at  a  PTA  meet- 

;; \  vur|;3choolv%.;  One  of  the  parent’s  mothers  had  seen  a  small  urticle  in  her 

*5S*‘ **•  ••  . 

;  '.sr'and  had'  sent  it  to  her  daughter  who  lives  in  Uvada  (Pleasant  Valley). 

1  -^VB; ’just' finished  examining  a  copy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

-  -•■  -  Gandy  Fange,  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah.  The  communities  of  Trout  Creek, 

.  .  sasant. -Valley),  Partoun,  anu  Gandy-all  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic 

flight  a  iir  space- were  ignored  in  the  EIS  (page  29).  Their  comment  was  that* 

•  ■ 

‘tnSi'fc  WhS  nOVlisting  of  population- for  Fartoun,  Gandy,  and  Uvada.  Apparently, 

.  *  *-*y* 

inert  - ~s  Sio-. effort^  road e  to  check  the  accuracy  of  their  sources  of  information. 

•rCl  ,T 

-re^.are.50  people  living  in  Partoun,  20  people  in  Trout  Creek,  2 4  people 

ffd-i-vV,  -■ 

-  •  ,  and. about  14  people  living  in  Uvada  (Pleasant  Valley).  Also,  the 


-  'or"  this  entire  area  is  located  in  Partoun.  We  have  50  students  atmend- 
-  j0^^erp,:-^ind  Partoun  is  located  on  the  southern  Ellipse  (see  fig.  8.0  of 

«r*'  • :  ^  ' 

-  the  school  here,  ana  I  am  already  aware  of  the  noise  and  disxupt- 
S;^fF.  ?'iV  ■ 

-  -'Oa[  by  Hill  Air  Force  jets  making  low  level  flights  over  our  school.  1 

-  ; the  health  problems  of  our  children  which  might  result  from 


:.ic  glooms’  caused  by..the  aircraft.  The  EIS  expresses  concern  over  protect- 

c^Stinity^of  Callao  (pop.  19)  because  of  historical  Pony  Express  and 

.  *<•  -T' .  • 

hou^ij^anc^historical  sites  and  also  over  Fish  Springs  area.  There  are 
1 1  r^^at^tHe  Part  nun  'School  (West  Desert  School)  as  compared  to  nine  at 
-  11a ^school It  vou Id  "seem  that  our  50  children  should  be  more  important 
-iorfcal ‘sites. and  fish! 

moved  to  Partoun,  I  lived  in  Pleasant  Valley  (Uvada),  and  not 

'moved  from  there  a  Hill  Air  Force  jet  crashed  in  the  mountains  2 
.s.^S^enj. 'arother  crashed  just  north  of  Callao;  so  we  have  some  concern 
'or  TO^safety  of  our  own  people. 

ot^rJcoScern  is  for  the  people  who  fly  small  aircraft  in  and  out  of 

§®£§£:’V 

;  a Some’;  of  the  ranchers  around  the  Gandy  Range  area  fly  in  and  out 
often. ;  We  already  have  worries  about  the  jets  flying  so  low  through 

mm 

-  addition  to  the  above  concerns,  wo  cannot  afford  the  costs  which  will 

'£  y^  •  *  \  -  *  • 

:'roH?windod'and  structural  damages  caused  to  our  hones.  It  is  more  than  7 

f.y.:  •. 

..3  Cost  ..'involved .  It  is  also  a  natter  of  finding  'labor  to  make  necessary 
c  for ''some'  of-  us. 

&V,- *■-  — 

;  w Hi'- appreciate  any  help  you  can  give  us  in  this  matter. 


JP  V  V' 

■  n  w*a» 

mmry  ■ 

St-.  •' 

A  '■.■:■■■■ 


Respectfully  yours, 


7?fa 


:  -  *  -  *-  *  -  "  -  "  .  j 

TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING,  HQ  AFLC/DEPV,  WRIGHT -PATTERSON  AFB ,  OH  45433  DA-Te 


learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into  a  supersonic 
iperaeions  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day  extension  in  the  comment 
period,  from  Oct.  14  to  Dec.  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah.Th^nk.  you.  Syicerely , 


Conn. 


D-l  0 


BAGLEY  RANCH 


Quality  fir  ceding.  Feeding  and  Eating  Beef 


0*VID  C.  4  REUVO  C.  8AGUT 
STAR  ROUTE  BOX  290,  CAUAO 
WENOOVER,  UT  84083 


or  2120  Pheasant  Way 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84121 


October  10,  1983 


1 nvironmeut al  Planning 
li'3  AFi,C/bl  l  V 

Wright -Patterson  AFU,  Ohio  45433 
hear  birs; 


It  is  very  interesting  to  read  your  Request  and  Impact  Statement 
on  the  Gandy  extension  to  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  Air  Space. 
If  your  other  figures  art>  as  erronous  as  Callao's  population  and  the 
location  of  the  historic  Overland  Stage  and  Pony  Ixpress  Trail  you 
have  wasted  hours  and  days  on  a  report  of  little  honesty  and  therefore 
your  conclusions  are  wrong. 

If  your  planes  respect  Lhe  new  boundries  as  they  do  the  present 
ones,  no  one  in  Western  Utah  or  1  astern  Nevada  will  be  free  from 
harassment.  We  are  outside  the  area  now  and  get  flights  almost  daily 
over  us  and  east  and  south  of  us. 

Your  pilots  delight  in  flying  just  above  the  ground  and  are  past 
before  we  hear  the  noise.  Some  seem  to  delight  iri  buzzing  us  as  we 
work  in  the  fields  to  see  us  jump  and  duck,. 

'..'e  need  to  have  areas  to  train  in  but  why  not  do  your  buzzing 
tactics  and  low  flying  where  tlure  are  no  people.  You  have  many, 
rnuiv  square  miles  to  the  north  and  east  where  no  one  lives  and  only 
bugway  *  s  test  crews  ev«.  r  come. 

Think  twice,  then  act  like  gentlemen. 


Keuvo  C.  Bagley 


D-l  1 


October  13.  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB ,  OH  45433 
Dear  Sirsi 

As  a  pilot  of  small  aircraft  residing  in  Baker,  White 
Pine  County,  Nevada,  I  wish  to  voice  my  opposition  to 
the  proposed  Gandy  Range  Extension  for  Restricted  Air¬ 
space  . 

We  are  surrounded  by  several  restricted  airspaces 
that  require  us  to  fly  greater  distances  than  necessary 
on  many  of  our  trips.  A  restricted  airspace  in  the 
Gandy  area  would  affect  us  in  eliminating  direct  access 
into  areas  of  Idaho. 

Also,  we  are  concerned  with  the  extent  of  low  altitude 
flights  in  our  area.  In  Baker,  there  are  five  pilots 
who  regularly  fly  at  similar  altitudes  as  some  of  the 
jets.  I  am  particularly  interested  as  an  agricultural 
applicator  flying  at  low  altitudes  which  requires  my 
full  attention  and  nrevents  watching  for  other  air 
traffic,  -The  see-and-avoid  concept  is  not  at  all 
practical  in  this  circumstance. 

Sonic  booms  are  unpleasant  annoyances  to  the  residents 
of  this  area  and  have  on  occasion  resulted  in  broken 
windows.  Any  increase  in  the  frequency  of  sonic  booms 
would  be  looked  upon  unfavorably . 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  opposition. 


Sincerely , 


Dean  Baker 
Baker  Ranches ,  Inc . 
P.  0.  Box  548 
Baker,  NV  893H 


M2 


QUESTIONS  AND  COMMENTS 


regarding  the 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  GANDY  RANGE  EXTENSION 
AND  ADJACENT  RESTRICTED  AIRSPACE  AS  AN 
AREA  FOR  SUPERSONIC  FLIGHT  TRAINING 
HILL  AFB,  U'CAH. 


(conment  period  closing 
October  14,  1983) 


Submitted  by: 
Richard  Bargen,M.D. 
Box  1445, 

Fallon,NV, 

89406. 
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To:  Environmental  Planning, 


HQ  AFLC/DEPV, 

Wr  ight-Patterson  AFB, 
Ohio 

45433. 


Please  include  tine  following  Garments  and  questions  in  your  final  EIS 
for  the  proposed  supersonic  training  areas  in  Elko  and  White  Pine  County, 
Nevada, 

Please  make  note  that  rural  residents  of  Nevada  and  adjacent  Utah  wish 
to  have  the  record  state  that  although  the  final  EIS  for  the  Continental 
Operations  Range  was  never  completed,  the  actions  of  the  Air  Force  and  Navy 
are  producing  the  same  result,  without  however  addressing  the  environmental 
consequences,  thus  negating  the  process  that  NEPA  of  1969  requires  for 
producing  a  legal  document. 

Please  make  note  in  the  final  EIS  that  the  Air  Force,  with  this  proposed 
action,  will  be  producing  sonic  booms  over  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation. 
This  result  will  pertain  if  the  AF  restricts  Che  airspace  or  attenpts  to 
establish  an  SQA.  When  considered  with  the  AF  supersonic  flights  and 
attendant  damage  over  the  Papago  Indians  below  the  Cells  MOA,  the  singling 
out,  whether  voluntary  or  not,  of  the  native  Americans  for  this  type  of 
action  is  repugnant  to  the  sense  of  fair  play  and  justice  of  all  Americans. 

The  enclosed  comments  on  the  proposed  supersonic  activity  in  Nevada  are 
based  upon  a  paper  of  oomrents  for  the  AF  action  proposed  for  Reserve,  New 
Mexico,  and  Valentine,  Texas.  Due  to  the  very  short  time  interval  available 
since  the  Nevada  proposal  truly  came  to  public  attention,  I  am  unable  to 


D-l  4 


to  make  all  the  small  changes  In  wording,  or  aircraft  type,  that  are 
necessary  for  a  proper  paper.  None-the-less ,  it  is  very  evident  that  the  AF 
DEIS  in  all  critical  sections,  is  word-for-word  identical  with  the  RDEIS  for 
Reserve  and  Valentine.  The  documents  obviously  were  created  by  the  same  word 
processor  with  changes  pertinent  to  the  differing  locations,  but  no  changes 
in  the  fundamental  assumptions  and  weaknesses. 

The  Nevada  document  is  inadequate  as  a  draft  EIS.  Public  hearings  are 
required.  The  statement  of  the  State  of  Nevada  that  no  further  airspace 
restrictions  are  to  be  considered,  is  ignored. 

The  need  for  supersonic  training  airspace  was  "underestimated"  (page  3). 
The  training  should  be  accomplished  elsewhere.  The  airspace  in  Nevada  is 
subject  to  an  active  legal  action  in  U.S. District  Court,  which  if  successful 
will  enjoin  the  Air  Force  from  conducting  supersonic  flight  in  Nevada  below 
5>(J,OU0  feet  msl,  except  at  Nellis. 

The  page  references  in  the  body  of  the  paper  refer  to  the  Valentine  and 
Reserve  documents.  The  pertinent  references  are  identical,  except  in  page 
number,  to  the  Hill  AFB  document. 

The  Hill  AFB  document  has  seriously  underestimated  the  concern  with 
which  Nevadans  view  this  proposal.  The  environmental  information  pertaining 
to  Nevada  is  incomplete  and  does  not  address  the  main  concern.  Nevadan  are 
also  concerned  at  the  rate  at  which  the  airspace  is  being  segregated  by 
restricted  areas  or  by  de  facto  restricted  areas  such  as  a  Supersonic 
Operations  Area  becomes,  regardless  of  the  maintenance  of  its  status  as  an 
MOA. 
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Due  to  the  great  similarity  of  the  Revised  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

(DBS)  . 

Statements  issued  for  proposed  supersonic  flight  operations  in  Reserve  and  Gcl^iA^C 
Valentine  Military  Operating  Areas,  the  following  comments  and  questions  are 
submitted  for  incorporation  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for 
both  areas. 

The  page  numbers,  unless  specifically  noted,  refer  to  the  document 

entitled  "Revised  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement - Reserve  Military 

Operations  Area,  Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico." 

Due  to  the  small  amount  of  time  available  for  conment  on  these  major 
proposals,  the  following  comments  and  questions  are  focused  on  a  few  critical 
areas  of  both  RDEIS's. 


SUMMARY 


The  fact  that  a  Revised  DEIS  was  prepared  for  the  Air  Force's  proposal  | 
indicates  compliance  with  SI  502.9(a)  of  the  "Regulations  for  Implementing  | 
the  Procedural  Provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act".  Hus  I 

I  1  1 

section  states,  in  part... ."If  a  draft  statement  is  so  inadequate  as  to 
preclude  meaningful  analysis,  the  agency  shall  prepare  and  circulate  a 
revised  draft  of  the  appropriate  portion." 

It  is  appropriate  to  note  that  in  this  case  the  entire  first  'draft'  was 
revised.  The  present  document,  although  extensively  altered,  suffers  fatal 
flaws  which  render  it  unable,  legally,  scientifically  and  ethically,  to 
form  or  represent  the  basis  for  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  on  the 
proposal.  Hopefully,  even  though  this  oonment  is  written  hastely  m  the  early 
morning  hours,  the  data  which  will  be  presented,  and  the  questions  that  will 
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be  asked,  will  substantiate  this  conclusion.. 

Part  1502.  17  of  tire  Regulations  referred  to  earlier, states,  in  part, 
...."The  environmental  impact  statement  shall  list  the  ivames,  together  with 
their  qualifications  (expertise,  experience,  professional  disciplines),  of 
tire  persons  who  were  primarily  responsible  for  preparing  the  environmental 
impact  statement  or  significant  background  papers. . .Where  possible  tire 
persons  who  are  responsible  for  a  particular  analysis,  including  analyses  in 
background  papers,  shall  be  identified." 

In  connection  with  this  point  we  note  that  beginning  cn  page  217  of  the 
Reserve  hearing,  the  Air  Force  refuses  to  make  these  names  known,  other  than 
the  statement  by  a  panel  member  that  Captain  Gauntt  "says  he  had  a  hand  in 
it."  Pages  218-220 - "I  don't  know  who  did  that." 

On  page  G~95  of  the  Valentine  RDEIS  the  conments  about  tbe  archeological 
expert  are  noteworthy.  In  all,  there  was  no  information  provided  about  the 
persons  responsible  as  required  by  1502. 17,  and  probably  with  good  reason. 

One  panel  member  states  that  he  didn't  feel  it  was  necessary  for  the  Air 
Force  to  review  all  the  sonic  boom  literature  (c.f.  page  l — "The  Air  Force 
has  conducted  an  intensive  literature  review...”).  As  Mark  Twain  noted,  tbe 
idea  is  first  to  get  your  facts,  then  you  distort  them  as  you  desire. 

The  comments  above,  along  with  the  major  flaws  in  these  paper  syndicate 
that  not  only  are  these  documents  inadequate  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  an  EIS, 
but  that  the  Air  Force  should  take  leave  of  it's  closet  experts  and  delegate 
to  an  independent  technical  group  the  task  of  producing  a  paper  that, as  NEPA 
requites,  must  be  of  "high  scientific  quality". 

It  is  a  harsh  statement  to  say  that  these  documents  often  appear  to  be 
deceptive  in  intent,  but  careful  review  leaves  the  inquiring  layperson  with 
no  other  conclusion.  Residents  of  the  Morenci  and  Valentine  areas  may  be 
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certain  that  their  only  true  recourse  is  no  claim  the  protection  of  their 
Constitutional  Rights,  and  take  legal  action  to  stop  the  implementation  of 
what  will  be  a  true/  uncontrolled  medical  experiment  on  the  effects  of 

chronic  exposure  to  sonic  booms  on  human  beings.  (Page  ii - "There  is  little 

doubt  that  noise  including  sonic  booms  acts  as  a  stressor,  but  it  is  not 
known  with  any  degree  of  certainty  whether  prolonged  exposure  results  in 
cumulative  pathology." 

The  Air  Force  conclusion  of  no  significant  impact  is  not  legal  in  the 

sense  of  'Regulation*  1508.27  which  states  in  part . "Significantly"  as 

used  in  NEPA  requires  consideration  of  both  context  and  intensity:  (a)  ... 
Both  short-term  and  long -tern  effects  are  relevant.  (b2)...The  degree  to 
which  the  proposed  action  affects  public  health  or  saftey . (b4)T’ie  degree  to 
wt.icn  the  possible  effects .. .are  likely  to  be  highly  controversial. (b5) The 
degree  to  which  the  possible  effects  on  the  human  environment  are  highly 
uncertain  or  invoke  unique  or  unknown  risks."  (emphasis  mine) 

Clearly,  it  sir  Force  must  acknowledge  their  proposal  will  result  in  a 
significant  impact  on  human  beings,  by  definition  of  the  very  Act  that  moved 
them  to  create  these  documents. 

The  Air  Force  needs  to  maintain  the  highest  standards  and  efficiency  in 
ait  combat  training.  No  one  questions  this  need.  But  the  true  costs  must  be 
tallied.  This  training  can  be  performed  elsewhere, as  it  is  now,  and  in  the 
type  of  environment  where  the  impact  on  hum' i  beings  will  be  zero. 

Again,  it  should  be  stressed  that  there  is  virtually  no  possibility  that  the 
Air  Force  will  account  for  die  true  human  costs  of  these  proposals.  The 
citizens’  only  recourse  is  to  the  legal  system,  based  on  die  Constitutional 
protections  that  are  the  right  of  eveiyone,  even  "six  highly  annoyed"  New 
Mexicans.  This  is  not  a  technical  problem,  it  is  an  ethical  and  moral  issue. 


INTRODUCTION 


There  are  few,  if  any,  regions  in  the  free  world  where  civilian 
populations  are  legally  subjected  to  the  conduct  proposed  for  Valentine  and 
Reserve,  by  the  Air  force.  The  Papago  Indians  are  being  overflown 
supersonically  at  this  time  by  the  Air  Force.  The  resulting  structural  damage 
and  resulting  effects  on  human  health  and  welfare  are  considerable.  There  is 
at  this  time  no  EIS  available  based  on  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  at  SELLS .  The  point  appears  to  be  that  even  without  a  Final  FIS 
actions  can  be  taken,  as  proposed,  with  inpunity.  The  AF  has  issued  itself  a 
waiver,  I  assume,  perhaps  illegally.  Residents  of  Texas  and  N.M.  can  take 
comfort  in  Col.  Smith's  statement  (Page  G-68  Valentine  RDEIS)  that" ...in  no 
way,  with  what  w~  propose  to  do  here.  ever,  by  the  worst  stretch  of  your 
imagination,  as  to  how  many  booms  a  day  you  can  get,  will  it  compare  bo  what 
we  have  been  doing  to  the  people  in  Sells  Arizona  arw  the  environs  there  too, 
for  the  past  several  years." 

The  U „ S . Navy  has  proposed  supersonic  air  combat  maneuvers  over  inhabited 
regions  of  Central  Nevada.  Their  DEIS  may  be  issued  by  November,  1983.  One 
might  have  guessed  that  the  Navy  needs  to  "maintain  air  crew  efficiency  to 
prevent  the  degredation  of  the  National  Defense  posture  and  for  purposes  of 
National  Security-"  The  AF  intends  to  sonic  boom  eastern  Nevada  in  Gandy  Mu.-.. 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  cf  three  counties  in  Nevada,  have  all  passed 

resolutions  stating  their  strong  opposition  to  the  Navy's  proposal.  The 

Nevada  State  Medical  Association  has  declared  its  opposition  to  the  proposal 

on  the  basis  of  concerns  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  civilian 

population.  Ninety-seven  percent  of  all  the  physicians  practicing  in  rural 

areas  of  northern  and  central  Nevada,  have  signed  a  petition  requesting  the 
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government  to  appoint  a  technical  advisory  committee  to  independently 
evaluate  the  data  being  used  and  abused  to  allow  the  Navy  to  reach  the 
presumed  conclusion  that  sonic  booms  produced  by  low  altitude  supersonic  air 
combat  maneuvers  will  not  significantly  impact  human  beings  living  below. 

This  petition  was  instituted  upon  the  clear  presumption  that  much  of  the  data 
and  tne  interpretation  it  undergoes,  will  be  misleading,  based  upon  past 
experience  here  (and  the  analogous  situation  exists  in  Morenci  and 
Valentine) . 

Perhaps  Nevadans  will  receive  a  better  quality  document-  The  main  Naval 
coordinator  for  the  Central  Nevada  SOA,  in  San  Bruno,  California,  when  asked 
if  the  documents  produced  by  the  Air  Force  for  Morenci  and  Valentine  would  be 
utilized  in  the  Navy's  document,  replied  in  the  negative.  When  queried  as  to 
the  reason,  the  coordinator  commented  on  the  poor  quality  of  tire  documents. 
However,  this  may  be  a  simple  case  of  interservice  rivalry. 

The  largest  organization  of  civil  aviators  in  tire  world,  the  Aircraft 
Owners  and  Pilots  Association  (U.S.A.),  has  declared  that  the  underlying 
concept  of  supersonic  operations  in  a  Military  Operating  Area,  is  hazardous 
to  the  safcey  of  all  aviators.  In  an  MOA,  all  pilots,  both  civilian  and 
military  have  free  use  of  the  airspace  upto  18,009  feet  above  sea  level, 
freely  aviating  without  restriction  or  hinderar.ee  or  outside  control  other 

ithan  t.ne  F.A.R. 's  which  govern  flight  in  all  airspace  in  the  U.S.A.  The  AF 
uses  the  term  "set  aside"  to  refer  to  the  SOA.  There  is  nothing  set  aside  in 
i  the  proposed  SOA's,  except  the  limitation  supposedly  that  military  aircraft 
can  not  go  supersonic  outside  that  region.  The  implications  for  civilian 
pilot  safcey  are  false  hovrever. 

Perhaps  the  only  element  to  be  set  aside  will  be  the  aircraft,  insurance 
on  the  civilian  aircraft  which  operate  at  their  own  risk  in  the  SOA.  One 
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itvajor  civil  aviation  insurance  oompany  contacted  by  phone  stated  that 
insurance  written  on  a  civil  aircraft  legally  flying  in  an  SOA  such  as 
proposed,  wouid  be  invalidated  due  to  the  hazardous  nature  of  the  activity. 
The  rules  of  flight  in  a  MOA  are  "see  and  avoid".  The  supersonic  activities 
conducted  in  these  MOA's  by  the  military  are  legally  defined  as 
ultra-hazardous  and  should  be  confined  to  restricted  areas.  Obtaining  a 
restricted  area  is  a  rules-making  procedure  and  the  military  is  avoiding  this 
approach.  However,  the  nature  of  the  activities  here  would,  as  AOFA  states, 
create  "de  facto  restricted  areas  obtained  outside  of  normal  legislative 
channels."  These  nazards  and  questions  have  been  glossed  ever  in  the  present 
RD&IS's. 

Citizens  of  Texas  and  New  Mexico  ootiplamed  in  the  hearings  that  their 
numerous  petitions  to  the  Air  Force  and  others,  went  unheeded.  In  Nevada, 
numerous  petitions  have  beer,  compiled  and  forwarded  to  the  government  and  the 
Navy,  without  any  results.  Citizens  in  Nevada  have  filed  before  the  U.S. 
District  Court  in  Nevada  for  relief,  requesting  a  preliminary  injunction  to 
halt  the  proposed  supersonic  bombardment.  It  should  be  plain  to  residents  of 
o tlier  rural  areas  that  are  similarly  threatened,  that  despite  all  the  talk 
and  pleas,  only  recourse  to  toe  courts  will  restrain  these  federal  agencies 
from  taking  actions  that  will  cause  irreparable  harm  to  human  health  and 
welfare. 

By  attempting  to  create  SOA's  over  inhabited  regions  of  toe  country,  toe 
Department  of  Defense  has  undertaken  a  major  federal  action  which  is  included 
in  'Regulation'  1502.4,  a  section  dealing  with  "broad"  federal  proposals 
which  require  an  E1S  to  address  toe  proposed  action's  effects  as  a  whole,  rot 
on  a  site  specific  basis.  1502,4c  states,  in  part. ... "When  preparing 
statements  on  broad  actions  (including  proposals  by  more  than  one  agency). 
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agencies  may  find  it  useful  to  evaluate  the  proposal(s)  in  one  of  the 
following  ways:  _1_.  Geographically,  including  actions  occurring  in  the  same 

general  location,  such  as  a  body  of  water,  region,  or  metropolitan  area,  (one 
notes  here  that  the  siting  criteria  for  all  military  federal  agency  SOA 
proposals  certainly  select  out  specific  rural  areas  as  targets). 

2.  Genetically,  including  actions  winch  have  relevant  similarities,  such 
as  common  timing,  impacts,  alternatives,  methods  of  implementation,  media  or 
subject  matter...." 

Presently,  each  SOA  proposal  is  targeted  upon  a  small  population  by  a 
federal  agency,  whether  Air  Force  or  Navy.  The  major  federal  action  for 
supersonic  flight  over  civilian  populations  clearly  requires  a  'generic'  or 
'programatic'  SIS,  prior  to  allowing  each  federal  agency  to  produce  its  own 
site-specific  version  of  an  EIS.  A  'generic  EIS'  led  to  the  cancellation  of 
the  Supersonic  Transport  overland  flights  several  years  ago.  The  federal 
government  must,  before  implementing  any  SOA's  over  civilian  populations, 
complete  a  satisfactory  genetic  EIS  addressing  the  central  issue  as  to  the 
hazards  to  the  saftey,  health  and  welfare  of  human  beings,  and  the  many 
associated  issues.  This  issue  should  be  dealt  with  in  the  courts  if  the 
federal  government  does  not  proceed  voluntarily  in  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  NEPA  of  1969. 

As  the  various  federal  agencies  are  presently  proceeding,  each  impacted 
region  is  dealt  with  separately.  This  effectively  fragments  and  mutes  any 
concerted  actions  of  the  relatively  small  groups  of  citizens  in  the  different 
rural  areas  who  have  been  selected  by  identical  siting  criteria  for  what  was 
previously,  quite  correctly,  called  an  uncontrolled  medical  experiment. 

The  ethics  and  morality  of  this  situation  demand  redress.  Recourse  to 
the  courts  is  rhe  only  real  means  of  addressing  the  issue. Do  it  yourself. 
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The  EIS  that  may  result  from  the  RDEIS's  at  hand,  will  rot  be  reviewed 
by  any  capable  persons  outside  of  the  leading  agencies  which  produced  the 
documents.  Certainly  the  EPA  and  the  CEQ  (Council  on  Environmental  Quality) 
will  not  produce  a  scientific  critique  of  these  documents.  The  EPA  Region 
Nine  (which  includes  Nevada)  has  terminated  all  their  "noise  specialists". 
Budget  cuts  have  affected  the  reviewing  process  in  all  other  regions  and  also 
other  agencies  with  expertise  in  this  area,  such  as  the  F.A.A. 

Science,  August  5,  1983,  page  529. . . .'"The  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  has  fallen  on  sorry  times  since  the  days  when  its  lialls  were 
thronging  with  experts,  its  reports  were  abundant  and  much-heralded,  aid  its 
chairmen  had  the  ear  of  Presidents. . .The  House  Appropriations  Committee  is 
particularly  untjappy  about  CEQ.  In  its  report  it  says  that  "not  a  single 
scientist  or  technical  expert  is  on  the  permanent  staff,"  which  "renders  the 
Council  unqualified  to  offer  substantive  contributions  or  policy  advice,"1... 
The  CEQ  is  regarded  as  having  performed  an  extreme i /  valuable  function  in  the 
past,  issuing  reports,  monitoring  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  performing  policy  analysis,  acting  as  a  direct  line  to  the  President 
on  environmental  issues,  arid  putting  out  an  annual  report  that  contained 
extensive  independent  analyses  of  environmental  progress  and  problems.  Now, 
as  far  as  many  observers  can  sec,  a]  1  mat  CBQ  does  is  put  out  tardy  annual 
reports  that  are  little  more  than  justifications  of  government  policies. " 

In  short,  the  only  outside  review  these  RDEIS's  will  receive,  wi.ll  be 
from  the  lay  public  themselves.  There  will  not  be  any  scientific  review  by 
qualified  persons  of  the  conclusions  presented  by  the  AF  and  Navy,  which 
perhaps  renders  the  demand  for  a  generic  EIS  moot  in  any  case. 

Finally,  after  reviewing  the  first  draft  EIS  and  the  subsequent 
revision,  my  personal  opinion  is  that  these  documents  have  arisen  from  a  long 
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tradition.  This  tradition  is - proceed  unless  opposition  is  truly  formidable 

(referring  here  to  bureaucratic  types  of  actions),  bring  out  inhouse  experts, 
and  use  the  Mark  Twain  rule  of  EXS  creation. 

S.  Ham-.'on,a  senior  partner  of  the  Vibration  Damage  Specialists  in 
Louisville,  writing  several  years  ago  in  the  American  Bar  Association  Journal 
commented  upon  a  document  produced  by  the  Air  Force,  entitled  "Sonic  Boom 
Fact  Sheet". 

Hammon  wrote:  "When  the  fact  finding  bodies  are  called  upon  to  make 

decisions  concerning  sonic  booms... in  the  near  future,  statutes,  precedence, 
and  customs  will  rot  exist.  If  guesswork  is  to  be  avoided,  dependence  must  be 
placed  on  the  opinion  of  learned  experts.  I  stress  Gray’s  qualification 
"learned",  since  there  are  a  host  of  experts,  but  only  a  few  who  have  the 
basic  qualifications  to  allow  them  to  understand  this  subject.  The  greatest 
offenders  in  this  respect  strangely  enough,  are  the  two  agencies  who  fly  the 
greatest  number  of  jet  planes — the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy.... All  reference  is 
to  a  mythical  "they",  who  remain  completely  obscure.  Most  of  the  attempted 
answers  have  summations  which  are  ludicrous  due  to  over  simplif ication  and 
lack  of  relevancy  to  the  arguement,  which  they  pretend  to  sum  up.  From  the 
beginning  to  the  end  this  work  is  erroneous." 

DATA  BASE 

The  information  upon  which  the  RDEIS's  ate  based  is  available  to  the 
layperson;  articles  in  the  scientific  literature,  bcoks,  etc.  This  is  the 
same  information  on  supersonic  flight  and  its  unwanted  stepchild,  the  sonic 
boom,  which  the  Ait  Force  uses  to  produce  these  documents.  The  statement  of 
tlie  panel  member  noted  earlier,  that  the  AF  did  not  review  all  the  literature 
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noc  was  it  required  to,  is  unacceptable.  Also,  as  noted  earlier,  there  will 
not  be  any  independent  qualified  scientific  review  of  these  documents. 
National  security  has  been  raised  as  an  issue  in  each  and  every  of  the  SOA 
proposals,  including  the  tvo  in  Nevada.  The  wording, warning  of  severe 
degredation  of  air  crew  combat  readiness  and  the  subsequent  effect  on  the 
national  defense  posture,  appears  to  issue  from  the  same  word  processor. 

There  are  rr>  citizens  who  would  not  make  sacrifices  that  are  actually 
essential  for  national  security.  However,  numerous  deceptions  have  negated 
the  average  rural  citizens'  instinct  in  these  regards.  The  primary  victim  of 
these  RDEIS's  are  the  scientific  data.  Tb  ameliorate  this  inbuilt  bias,  it 
was  suggested  earlier  chat  independent,  unbiased,  technical  commissions  could 
be  created  to  evaluate  the  proposals  and  the  central  concept  itself.  Other 
organizations  also  have  reviewing  abilities  such  as  the  General  Accounting 
Office  and  the  Congressional  Research  Service. 

In  the  pages  that  follow,  several  of  the  fundamental  assumptions  or 
interpretations  of  the  AF  are  questioned,  mainly  on  the  basis  of  the 
documents  that  the  A F  itself  has  used.  A  dispassionate  review  of  the 
scientific  literature  and  the  documents  produced  by  the  AP  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  present  documents  are  inadequate  as  a  foundation  for  an 
HIS,  due  mainly  to  the  selective  nature  of  the  presentation  of  evidence  and 
facts  and  at  times  to  the  apparently  deliberate  distortion  of  scientific 
data. 

The  time  required  to  oonment  on  these  documents  in  their  entirety  is 
prohibitive.  However,  the  points  made  later  in  this  comment  paper  are  not 
highly  selective,  that  is,  the  errors  and  misrepresentations  commented  upon 
ate  distributed  throughout  tine  entire  AF  documents. 
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THE  LOGIC  OF  THE  RDEIS' S 


The  strength  of  a  structure  can  be  no  greater  than  the  strength  of  its 
foundations.  In  the  case  of  the  AF  documents,  the  final  conclusion  of  "no 
signif icant" inpact  upon  human  beings  due  to  low  altitude  supersonic 
overflights  can  be  traced  back  through  the  literature,  and  the  seminal 
documents  and  the  scientific  foundations  can  be  examined.  The  conclusions 
drawn  from  these  documents,  which  are  then  used  ro  draw  further  conclusions 
etc.,  then  allow  us  to  evaluate  the  statements  and  assumptions  made  in  final 
analysis. 

It  is  instructive  to  compare  the  first  DEIS  with  the  RDEIS,  sinply  to 
educate  oneself  as  to  the  creative  interpretation  of  scientific  data. 

However,  concerning  ourselves  with  the  RDEIS, the  following  represents  the 
apparent  logic  the  AF  utilized  in  deriving  their  final  conclusions. 

1 .  The  CSEL  of  individual  sonic  booms  are  calculated  from  expressions 
utilizing  the  peak  overpressures  of  a  sonic  boom. 

C-weighted  DNL  are  computed  from  the  CSEL  of  individual  impulses. 

3.  C-weighted  day-night  levels  were  derived  on  the  basis  of  community 
responses  to  sonic  boom  exposure,  mainly  Edwards  .V3  and  Oklahoma  City  tests. 

4.  CDNL  are  accurate  measures  of  human  response  to  the  acoustic  impulses 
we  call  sonic  bcoms. 

5.  The  EPA,  in  approximately  1970,  proposed  the  use  of  a  C-weighted 
day-night  level  to  estimate  the  response  of  other  communities  to  large 
amplitude  single  event  impulsive  noises,  i.e.  sonic  booms. 

6.  Carlson  developed  a  simplified  method  of  estimating  sonic  boom 
overpressures  created  by  various  types  of  aircraft  and  blunt  bodies,  a  paper 
published  in  1978.  (Carlson's  nomograms  already  appeared  in  1966) 

7.  On  the  basis  of  21  sorties  by  the  F-15  at  Oceana,  Eolt,  Beranek  and 


Newman,  who  have  done  numerous  studies  for  the  military,  used  Carlson's 
simplified  method  to  estimate  the  sonic  bocm  overpressures,  that  were  produced 
at  sea  level  when  the  21  aircraft  were  supersonic. 


8.  BBN  then  use  a  table  based  on  a  standard  at^c^rp  whir+i  r™>«=>=Os 

that  less  than  one  third  of  the  supersonic  events  produced  a  sonic  boom  which 
could  have  been  detected  at  ground  level.  One  flight  was.  excluded  so  as  not 
in  bias  the  final  results.  r;  i  = 

9.  The  long  term  average  sound  level  at  points  on  ther  ground  was 
determined  by  the  average  CSEL  per  event,  the  number  o£"- events  and  a 
probability  factor. 

10.  BBN  used  a  "rough''  approximation  that  these  21  flights  occurred  in 

an  elliptical  area  and  through  a  series  of  calculations  arrived  at  the 
resulting  sound  'exposure  levels  within  two  concentric. -ellipses  which 
contained  the  aircombat  maneuvers  of  the  F-15.  . 

11.  On  the  basis  of  the  CSELs  for  the  ellipses,  the  CENL's  were 
calculated,  (based  upon  15  sorties  per  day,  5  days  weeJdyr-52  weeks  yearly, 
no  night  time  operations  and  less  than  one  boom  per  supersonic  flight). 

12.  Since  the  number  of  "superboons"  could  not  be  calculated  by  BBN 
"from  the  present  data",  they  state  that  one  of  the  1<£J»ons  reported  by 
residents  of  Valentine  tests  (June, 1978)  was  a  superbocnw:  Thus  they  conclude 
that  "With  lack  of  any  other  data,  in  this  analysis  it  -is  assumed  that  cne 
boon  in  20  reaching  the  ground  will  be  a  superboom."  *  -  f  .  *  . 

Id.  BBN  determine  that  superbcoms  will  not  affect  the  CDNL  on  a  long 
term  basis. 

I 

I 

14.  BBN  adjust  their  calculations  for  ;the  ground  level-  in  New  Mexico  and 

t 

Texas  and  determine  that  maximum  CDNLs  to  Ipe  produced  irvdteserve  or  Valentine 

l 

are  scarcely  above  61  decibels.  No  ocrrectiicns  for  changes  in  humidity  rioted. 


15.  The  Air  Force  places  these  ellipses  into  portions iQf  .Valentine  and 


Reserve  MOA's  and  notes  that  these  sound  levels  are  iJ&^cthan-  those 
recommended  maximums  for  normal  urban  residential  nei<^bwhoods  and  that  at 
uic  HH.OC,  i.ive  or  six  citizens  will  be  highly  anafiyedJoy,  supersonic  air 

combat  maneuvers  in  their  oounty.  r: 


In  returning  to  the  roots  of  the  data  base,  the  testaci at  Edwards  AFB  and 
the  Oklahoma  City  tests,  one  is  reminded  of  the  strength  da£  ..the  data  that  is 
the  foundation  for  the  finding  of  no  significant  enviconufental  inpact  in  the 
RDEIS.  (from  Schomer's  paper  : "Evaluation  of  C-Weigftt3SiSUln  for  Assessment 
of  Impulse  Noise",  J.  Acoust.  Soc.  Am.,  Vol  62,  No.  2,  August.  .197 7.) 

Even  without  consideration  of  studies  that  show  truly. rural  areas  are 
far  more  susceptible  to  the  effects  of  noise,  either  .iiPpuisjLve.  or 
non -impulsive,  the  QC  'tests'  are  a  very  shaky  founda hid“ upon  which  to  base 
conclusions  noted  in  the  RDEIS.  — T  ■  ; 

Only  a  few  points  of  many  may  be  noted.  Oklahoma  Cityrwas  chosen,  for 
these  tests  because  it  was  an  aviation  oriented  corrmunit^,  experienced  with 
sonic  booms.  As  part  of  the  program,  "control  of  the  truth'?  was  exercised  in 
that  a  irassive  publicity  campaign  was  conducted  prioet  to  the.  tests  to  inform 
the  citizens  that  they  would  be  subjected  to  sonic  booms  .from  overflights 
chat  wece  designed  to  determine  if  the  SST  should  be  developed.  This  program 
was  portrayed  as  of  great  economic  importance  to  OKC  and  the  entire  country. 
The  residents  were  told  that  their  reactions  would  be  .crucial  to  the 

i 

development  of  the  SST,  The  majority  of  thfe  respondents- Jpjew  that  the  test 

I 

was  of  six  months  duration  and  that  a  favotable  response  would  help  the  SST. 

I 
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Despite  these  and  many  other  such  factors,  once  the  tjssts  began, 
numerous  court  actions  were  taken  to  force  the  cessation,  pf  the  tests  due 
to  the  impacts  of  low  overpressure  sonic  booms.  LegaV^c&Lons-  included  both 


private  plaintiffs  - 


na  City  Copfieilcsitself.  At  this 


point  the  numbers  of  complaints  were  very  high.  As  the  .courts,  declined  to 
offer  relief  to  the  plaintiffs  (this  was  a  'test'),  the- Jt  umbers  of  complaints 
declined  dramatically.  It  is  upon  these  numbers  that  iweLiqtjtain  figures 
showing  that  overpressures,  averaging  about  1.2  ps|*. Jlaphoyed"  only  a 
certain  percentage  of  people. 

The  results  of  these  "controlled"  sonic  booms  are  meaningless  when 
applied  to  the  proposals  at  hand  or  when  extrapolatecLcfeCLiindicate  the  benign 

ffect  of  long  term  exposure  to  high  intensity  sonic djxawfc,  _?he  above  is  only 

* 

■  >ne  of  many  points  that  could  be  made  in  this  connectfcffiot  - 

The  response  of  humans  to  sonic  booms  is  reported  in  various  studies  and 
in  the  RDEIS  in  terms  of  "annoyance".  "Annoyance"  is  ar  that  has  no  legal 
standing.  You  cannot  sue  anyone  because  they  have  cau^eckvou  to  become 
extremely  annoyed.  You  cannot  claim  inverse  condermataoq^afc. your  property 
because  an  agency  of  the  U.S. Government  has  caused  voo,  extreme  annoyance.  The 
term  represents  an  amalgam  of  disturbing  events,  sucfr.aa-  interference  with 
sleep,  interference  with  conversation,  anxiety  and  fepr  jgygendered  by  noise 
or  perceived  danger,  etc.  The  point  is  that  when  an  RDEIS-  claims  certain 
levels  of  annoyance  will  occur,  no  legal  or  even  meaningful  statement  has 
been  made.  _~r-  ..  • 

It  is  noced  that  all  the  figures  relating  to  overpressures  that  "will" 
occur  in  these  SOA's,  are  calculated.  No  measurements,  were  made  at  Oceana,  no 
measurements  were  made  during  the  "Valentipe  Tests" ,  -^tc;..  Results  are  based 
on  21  sorties  from  which,  on  the  basis  of  nomograms,  calculations, estimations 

I  ~~ 
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and  approximations  (from  aircraft  in  level  flight  in  standard  conditions). 
Perhaps  most  indicative  of  the  presumptive  nature  of  the  data  is  the 
statement  by  Bolt,  Beranek  and  Newman  that  "Determining^ the  probability  of  a 
SUfO*.  aircraft  sortie,  is  not  readjly,  possible  from 

existing  data... With  lack  of  any  other  data,  in  this  analysis  it  is  assumed 
that  one  boat  in  20  reaching  the  ground  will  be  a  supejsbgom.!' 

The  French  "Jericho"  tests  are  noted  several  times  in  the  RDEIS  and  the 
bibliography.  These  researchers  went  to  great  lengths =tQ .obtain  actual 
measurements  of  sonic  boom  overpressures  and  location^of  sonic  booms  made  fcy 
fighter  aircraft  engaged  in  standard  aircombat  maneuvers*  These  researchers, 
whose  evidence  was  available  to  BBN  and  the  AF,  state "All  aircraft  produce 
at  least  one  focus  boom  when  they  start  supersonic  flight (focus  due  to 
acceleration).  Military  aircraft  which  make  high  load  factor  maneuvers 
produce  focus  and  superfocus  booms  all  along  the  supersonic  airpath." 

Again,  simply  one  point  amongst  the  hundred  that  indicate  how  unreliable 
the  RDEIS  is.  It  would  be  appropriate  to  note  here  again,  that  in  the  RDEIS 
as  in  the  first  draft,  the  terminology  relating  to  su@§rfocused  booms  is  used 
incorrectly.  •  -  .  . 

The  simplified  method  used  by  the  AF  to  obtain  SOA’s  should  be  patented. 
For  the  first  time  in  this  land  one  is  able  to  lose  Constitutionally  gi anted 
rights  (the  freedoms  that  we  are  protecting,  presumably)  on  the  basis  oi 
calculations  performed  by  a  simple,  handheld  calculator. 

An  internationally  recognized  expert  on  sonic  boons,  one  who  is  noted  in 
the  RDEIS,  told  me  that  the  CDNL  levels  recommended  by  the  EPA  and  HTJD  aLe 
certainly  too  high,  even  presuming  that  they  m  some  mariner  measure  the  true 
response  of  human  beings  to  sonic  booms.  . 

m  sun,  if  time  allowed,  the  RDEIS  and  its  substructure  could  be  shown. 


i tem  by  item,  to  be  Inadequate,  both  as  a  document  that  pretends  to 
scientific  accuracy  and  as  a  legal  document  from  the  point  of  view  of  NEPA 
of  1969. 

it,  as  me  Art  corce  states, the  sonic  boom  inpacts  in  Reserve  and 
Valentine  would  be  far  below  EPA  and  HUD  sanctioned  levels- for  an  urban, 
residential  neighborhood,  then  fly  the  aircombat  maneuvers- over  the  cities. 
The  noise  levels,  the  AF  states,  could  be  doubled  and  still  fall  within  these 
guidelines.  If  the  environmental  impact  of  the  sonic  boon®,  ia  so  minimal, 
then  why  did  the  suggestion  of  residents  of  New  Mexico, to  fly  all  missions 
over  Valentine,  cause  Air  Force  Col.  Jeff  Smith  to  say  "For.  those  who  say 
take  it  all  to  Valentine,  I  find  that  unconscionable  personally."  (page  193 
oi  :he  Reserve  RDE1S) .  If  the  levels  of  both  areas  are,  so-  low  that  even 
doubling  me  number  of  sorties  in  one  area  would  not  cause  the  HID  criteria 
•*»  :*•  erctcutd,  then  why  does  the  A  t  Force  indicate  that  an  ethical  problem 
wild  be  involved  with  this  shift? 

Finally,  as  many  pti  sons  at  th<_-  hearings  asked,  why  was  the  question  of 
tiyirg  supersonic  over  inhabited  r\.ial  areas  not  raised  earlier?  After  all, 
ai>!  contrary  to  the  bipct-ssion  given  in  the  hearings,  thesa  aircraft  (F-15 
invl  ?-H)  bfcca.it  operational  several  years  ago  and  their  supersonic  flights 
at  Kacn  1.1  have  been  attained  routinely  by  military  fighters  for  two 
decades.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  F-15  went  to  Holloman  AFB  on  the  basis 
of  the  positive  finding  noted  in  "Environmental  Determination  for  the 
Proposed  Beddown  of  F-15/T-38  Aircrafdt  at  Holloman  AFB,  N.  Mexico  (Oct/76). " 
The  same  nuntber  of  sorties  were  planned  then,  as  now.  Part  (c)  of  the  summary 
states  in  part:  "Supersonic  training  flights  will  be  increased  by  the 
conversion  of  F~4  to  F-15  aircraft.  However  this  air  combat  maneuver  training 
will  take  place  over  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range  (WSMR)  and  will  rot 
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22  affect  the  area  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  WSMR.  The  supersonic  events 
will  increase  from  550  to  1300  per  year  " 


2  2  Cent 


'•’ennc 


This  subject  is  ctosen  from  many  others,  simply  to  illustrate  another 
mariner  in  which  the  RDEI3  is  a  particularly  flawed  document^, stretching 
even  the  laypersons’  logical  sensibilities  to  unacceptable. limits. 

I 

The  RDEIS  states  tnat  aircombat  maneuvers  will  aver  aged  la  ch  1.1,  and 

utilizing  the  concept  of  Threshold  Mach  (calcuiations-Qnly)notes  one  third  of 

all  sonic  booms  will  reach  the  ground,  resulting  in.no  significant  irrpact 

on  the  environment.  National  security  will  be  uphe la, r the  .-national  defense  . 

posture  maintained  arid  this  Air  Force  crews  maximally  prepared .  by  air  combat 
«• 

training  within  these  limits.  •;  ■ 

Page  1-3... "The  F-15  missions  require  accomplishment  in  areas  set  aside 
for  supersonic  flight  to  utilize  the  aircraft  in  a  supersonic  regime.  This 
flight  regime  is  characterized  by  increased  maneuverability .  high  G- loads, 
and  high  closure  rates." 

Page  1-9... "3y  operating  in  the  subsonic  flight  regime  only,  pilots  are 


denied  valuable  experience  i..  the  vaste 


and  handling  1 


characteristics  of  the  aircraft  in  the  flight  anvelope_abQve.tachl.0-"  {added, 
enphasis) 

Lsewhere  we  are  told  (the  page  number  escapes  me)  that  because  of  the 
advanced  design  of  these  aircraft,  pilots  can  slip  through  Mach  1.0  without 

1 

noticing,  and  that  the  attention  necessary  to  stay  at  Mach  .99  degrades  the 
training  mission.  Thus  it  appears  that  the  "vastly  different  performance  and 
handling  character istics"of  the  Mach2.5+  capable  aircraft .are  maximal  between 
Mach  1 . 0  and  Mach  1.1. 
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Page  4-20... "All  participants  must  decrease  altitude  to  utilize  the 
maximum  acceleration  and  turning  o£  their  aircraft.1'  [tot  quite  the  straight 
and  level  flight  of  Carlson's  simplified  method).  Aviation^  Week  and  Space 
Technology,  play  23,  1983,  page  75,  discusses  the  F- 1 5"’G-ouerload  warning 
system.  "The  warning  is  continuous  until  the  over load! .condition  is  relieved. 
This  system  permits  the  full  9-G  limit  use  of  the  aircraft!  enabling  the 
pilot,  whenever  possible,  to  open  up  the  flight  enveibpa.* 

Page  8-1... "Due  to  the  advanced  characteristics  of  the  F-15,  supersonic 
flight  is  required  if  pilots  ate  to  effectively  employ- the  aircraft  in  the 
role  for  which  u.  was  designed  and  procurred ...  combat  ready  pilots  would  be 
fully  able  to  explore  the  aircraft  performance  capabilities  and  develop 
practice  and  refine  sound  combat  tactics  and  habit  patterns  in  the  supersonic 
flight  regime...".  (Mast  pilots  would  agree  that  it  is-difficult  to  explore 
the  flight  envelope  of  a  Kach  2.5+  aircraft  while  remaining  between  Mach  1.0 
and  Mach  1.1.  The  quote  in  the  paragraph  above  is  a  case  in  point.) 

Next  it  is  rote  worthy  that  the  development  of  the  r'-15  through  the 
various  models,  to  the  F-15D  and  the  Strike  Eagle,  bavfc- been,  directed  to  the 
objective  of  creating  an  all-weather,  day-night  capable  ©Aircraft,  with 
equally  great  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground  capabilitieft»-^Ihis  will  of  course 
produce  great  numbers  of  night  flights  for  training  purposes  aid  certain 
types  of  maneuvers  which  will  consistently  generate  large  numbers  of  focused 
booms.  Also,  an  ACMI  like  system  must  be  installed  m  N.M,  and  Tx., 

deferring  back  to  the  quote  from  page  1-3,  it  must  be  re-enphasized  that 
there  is  nothing  "set  aside"  about  a  SOA,  from  a  pilot’s  viewpoint.  This 
airspace  is  freely  available  to  all  aircraft,  military  and  civilian — only  at 
supersonic  speeds  it  is  transformed  into  a  'killing  ground-’  that  AOPA  has 
correctly  labelled  an  extreme  hazard  to  civil  aviation..  The  RDEIS  glosses 
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stressed  repeatedly,  that  their  theoretical  figures  are  conservative,  are 
incorrect.  Hie  real  atmosphere  often  focuses  sonic  boons*-,  .the  effect  being 
greater  at  the  lower  Mach  numbers  the  A?  says  it  will;  average.  Scant,or  no 
'aid  to  studios  which  have  measured  the  amplification  factors 
related  to  rectilinear  acceleration;  multiple  looms  created; in  this  fashion; 
noting  the  fact  that  multiple,  separate  booms  are  create! .during  turns,  and 
si.^t focused  booms  in  accelerated  turns;  amplifications created  when  the 
sonic  boon  envelopes  of  supersonic  aircraft  intersect;  during  a  pass  in 
opposite  directions  and  during  overtaking  maneuvers.  It  is  nowhere  stated 
that  the  focused  boon  in  a  turn  will  be  "thrown"  front  ten  to.  twenty  miles 
Lateral  to  the  flight  path  of  the  aircraft  turning.  Audible  tumbles,  that 
many  scientists  term  significant,  occur  for  tens  of  miles  lateral  to  the 
cutoff.  Terrain  amplification  factors  of  12  and  greater- have  been  measured. 
Amplification  factors  due  to  being  near  buildings  can-,  result  in  4  fold  or 
greater  sonic  boom  overpressures  (cf .calculated  values-},. dynamic 
amplification  factors  have  been  scarcely  mentioned,  althoixjli_  they  constitute 
an  impact  of  mejor  proportions.  Even  in  straight  and  level  flight,  variations 
of  overpressures  below  and  lateral  to  the  flight  path  vary.  3-4x,  simply  on 
the  ins  is  of  unknown  factors,  presumably  atmospheric  -turbo!  ence  ^  These 
results  are  from  studies  in  which  actual  measurements  have  beer;  performed. 

Even  at  threshold  mach,  a  caustic  is  formed.  It  may  not  reach  the  ground 
but  if  a  resident,  or  one  of  the  more  than  60,000  yearly  visitors  to  this 
area  is  standing  on  a  hill,  lie  or  she  will  be  on  the  receiving  end  of  a  sorhe 
boon  that  will  be  at  least  two  times  that  of  the  calculated  overpressure. 

It  might  be  emphasized  that  most  discussion  relates  to  overpressures, 
both  those  measured  by  others  and  not  used  by  the  AF,  or  those  theoretical 
overpressures  calculated  by  the  AF  for  this  RDEIS.  Peak  overpressure  is  one 
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element  that  is  used  to  judge  the  impact  of  a  sonic  bpc»urbutr  it  is  rot  the 
peak  overpressure  that  is  the  major  correlate  with  the  annoyance  expressed  by  1 2  .e  Q « 
persons  below.  Also  the  AF  assumes  a  normal  distributioe^of  data  obtained 
from  the  Oceana  sorties.  It  is  clear  from  their  charts -thaix the  data  cannot; 
be  normalized  in  a  sense  that  makes  the  data  a  basis-^ost, statistical 
predictions.  ~r  •  , 

Returning  to  page  3-1 07  one  can  illustrate  several  of^the  previous 
points.  One  notes  that  the  AF  hopes  to  demonstrate  tija^lQngtitudinal 
accelerations  of  an  aircraft  at  an  altitude  and  Mach  .number ,  above  cutoff, 
produce  relatively  small  areas  of  focused  sonic  booms, that  are  occasionally 
up  to  2  to  5  times  the  overpressure  of  normal  "N"  waygs^but  that  a  highly 
stable  atmosphere,  in  their  own  words,  must  exist  for  these  .events  to  occur. 

After  noting  Operation  Jericho,  the  AF  states  that  turbulence  decreases  or 
dissipates  the  boon;  the  AF  notes  that  "the  most  impor  tapir  point  is  that  the 
peak  pressure  of  a  focused  boom  decays  more  rapidly  than  in  an  "N"  wave  and  [ 
thus  the  positive  impulse  is  much  lower..." 

Re-emphasizing  that  turbulence  {i.e.  the  real  world  atmosphere)  causes 
frequent  focusing  effects,  even  for  aircraft  in  low  Mach-, _  level  flight,  that 
peak  overpressures  are  not  the  major  correlate  with  impact  on  humans,  one 
notes  that  in  Operation  Jericho  the  rise  times  ajjd^tha  peak  impulse  of 

focused  booms  were  highly  significant  and  that  rhe  true  effects  of  focused 
and  superfocused  bocsns  are  such  that  amplification  factors  range  frcm  2  to 
greater  than  9.  In  other  words,  a  focused  boom  is  a  focused  toom. 

i 

On  page  3-1 1 ,  the  AF  states  that  focused  boons  do  not  move  along  the 


sPa 


ground  as  is  the  case  with  carpet  boons  arj 
focal  zone  is  fixed  only  in  relation,  to  tl' 


d  that  the- focal  zone  is  fixed.  Thej 
ie  position-of ^the  aircraft  at  the 


time  the  caustic  is  produced,  which  is  ix'ijmon  sense,  focus  for  the 
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the  caustic  moves  along  this  region  in  exactly  the  samfe  sense  as  a  carpet 
boon  does,  before  it  becomes  extinguished.  This  focal,  usually  the 

si  te  of  two  or  three  separate  sonic  booms  which  occu^ia.  rapid,  succession 

o  be  confused  with  the  'double  boom'  of  the  'N'  wave^of.  a  normal  sonic 
boom).  These  impacts  have  not  been  addressed  in  the  BgEI5._  ; 

As  noted  earlier, the  fact  is  alluded  to,  but  not  stressed , that  studies 
have  shewn  that  the  area  involved  with  a  simple  long iludinal  or  rectilinear 
acceleration,  even  at  high  altitudes,  is  accompanied  focused  boom  and 

then  an  associated  area  in  which  4  to  6  multiple  booms  occur ,  each  equaling 
the  overpressures  of  the  carpet  boom.  These  booms  havens  insular  impacts  on 
humans  but  are  not  included  in  the  RDEIS.  ...  - 


The  AF  states  that  in  supersonic  turns  it  is  quite  possible  that  sonic 
booms  and  focused  booms  will  rot  reach  the  ground  unlpgs^the  Mach  number  and 
altitude  exceed  certain  conditions.  Using  tables  m  ^e_sojiic  bocm  literature 
one  can  easily  determine  whether  this  statement  h  is  any  raining  other  than  to 


deceive. 


For  an  fighter  such  as  the  F-15  at  Mach  1.3  and  an  altitude  of  33,000 
feet,  production  of  a  focused  boat  can  be  avoided  if -i^e^bank  angle  does  not 
exceed  10  degrees.  This  translates  into  a  heading  chaj^g^gf  -0.4  degrees  per 
second (perhaps  a  slight  overestimation).  Thus  the  F-.15.xe<Jiites  six  minutes 
to  perform  a  simple  course  reversal  under  the  conditions  devised  by  the  AF. 
During  this  time  it  would  travel  approximately  60  miles  and  exit  thp  neat 
ell  ipse .let  alone  the  entire  MOA.  "Bombers  and  f igh«£s ^ig ^sustained 
supersonic  flight  have  to  make  at  least  one  focusing  tupa. to  fly  oack  to  home 
base  because  the  radius  of  a  nonfocusing  turn  is  far  -tog.  Igcge  to  be 
practical."  (Operation  Jericho) .  j 

|  Page  3-15 _ "This  is  supported  by  thie  fact  that  the  tests  conducted 
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in  1968  at  Tbnapah,  Nevada,  showed  sonic  booms  with  overpressures  ranging  | 
from  50  psf  to  144  psf  did  not  cause  direct  injuries  to  the  exposed  people.”  § 
Upon  reading  the  paper,  one  notes  that  the  researchers'  -.a-  § 

their  surprise,  that  when  the  windshield  was  blown  out;  of. their  stationwagon, | 
the  glass  fragments  were  propelled  outward  for  a  distance  of  greater  than  12  1 
feet.  It  had  been  thought  that  sonic  booms  caused  glass;  breakage  with  the 
fragments  dropping  neatly  at  the  foot  of  the  window.  ; . 

Additionally,  the  researchers  noted  that  the  windows  of  all  the  campers 
parked  along  the  low  altitude  routes,  were  blown  out.  By  the  third  day,  there 
was  considerable  difficulty  amongst  the  scientists  takipg  readings,  due  to 
the  flinching  and  stress  that  occurred,  beginning  at  the  time  when  the 
aircraft  first  appeared,  let  alone  the  sonic  boern  impacted,. 

The  AF  note  that  no  harm  occurred  to  humans  is  perhaps  diluted  by  the 
fact  that  no  observations  of  any  nature  were  made, other  than  to  rote  that  9 

I3 

there  was  a  fullness  and  ringing  in  the  cars,  or  a  pressure  like  sensation  % 
against  the  body.  Mr.  Lord,  an  environinental  expert  (AF)  stated  at  the  Valen.E 
test,  hearings  (Aten. 7. 30) .. .1  know  people,  I,  myself,  have  been  subjected 
to  100  psf  so  I  Krvsv  what  it  sounds  like — I  didn't  hear  for  a  while 
afterwards." 

To  the  lay  person,  this  phrasing  is  reminiscent  of  temporary  deafness. 

Nb  followup  studies  were  done.  It  is  a  face  that  temporary  threshold  shifts 
are  forewarnings,  if  repetitive,  of  permanent  tearing,  loss.  The  AF  statement 
is  misleading  at  best.  It  is  also  clearly  noted  in  the  paper  that  the  startle 
reflex,  which  the  AF  states  will  habituate,  didn't.  There  is  ample  scientific 
documentation  that  habituation  of  the  startle  reflex  does  not  occur.  Where  I 


the  AF  so  states,  its  experts  are  confusing  the  orienting  reflex  with  the 
startle  reflex.  The  eventual  result  is  harm  to  humans  via  stress. 
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The  orienting  reflex  (to  much  lower  levels  of  overpressure  than  will 
occur  in  Valentine  and  Korenci)  can  to  a  large  extent  be  extinguished. 

However .  longer  term  studies  have  demonstrated  that  .  "behavioral  adaptation" 
is  actually  a  cocrpensaijuty  neaiaiuaiu.  i-uw:.  a  period  oi  coping',  the  human 
organism  decmpensat.es.  This  has  teen  documented  in  human  and  animal  studies 
but  is  ignored  or  misinterpreted  in  the  AF  document.  -  -  ■  - 

Page  3-17. ..The  AF  states  that  there  are  no  generally  accepted 
techniques  for  predicting  worst-case, long-term, health  impacts  fern  noise 
exposure.  Dr.  Worthington  is  delegated  by  the  AF  to  represent  the  most 
pessimistic  views  known  to  the  AF.  Dr.  Worthington  has ;enoouraged  a 
scientific  overview  of  the  subject.  To  state  that  his  views  are  amongst  the 
most  pessimistic"  on  the  subject  of  the  impact  of  sonic  .booms  on  human  beings 
simply  indicates  that  the  AF  did  not  review  the  literature.  The  literature  is 
clear  that  it  is  only  a  question  of  how  bad  does  it  get.  The  AF  must  address 
the  health  effects  of  chronic  sonic  boom  exposure,  in-  a.  worst  case  analysis, 
as  required  by  NEPA,  in  their  revised  RDEIS  (the  RRDGIS), 

•k-k -kirk kk k  *  k  kkkkkkkkk 

Nearly  every  page  of  the  RDEIS  deserves  correction.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  farmers,  ranchers,  housewives,  TV  repairmen  and  assorted  other  commoners 
have  to  defend  themselves  against  this  misuse  of  scientific  data.  The 
archeological  study  noted  in  the  RDEIS  is  close  to  a  farce.  Two  of  ten 
overflights  registered  "sonic  boars"  with  overpressures  of  0.15  psr  or  in 
that  neighborhood!!  No  damage  to  rocks,  but  no  mention  of  the  rock  falls 
precipitated  at  other  archeological  sites  by  sonic  booms, described  by  others. 

Alternatives  are  required  by  NEPA  to  be  thoroughly  researched.  Much  of 

what  is  presented  is  misleading  or  ludicrous.  Weekend  -  flights  over  the  WSMR 

ate  dismissed  on  the  basis  of  an  "informal  survey"  of  an  undefined  group  at 
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flollcman  AFB,  citing  the  problem  with  morale  should  this  .alternative  be 
accepted.  Is  it  the  public's  responsibility  to  provide  alternatives?  The 
beddown  statement  allowed  the  F-15  into  Holloman  on  th$-basis  that  no  outside 
UL.UJ  affected.  Jf  the  F-15  flys  down  to  15,000; feet,  ana  the  T-38 

is  engaged  primarily  in  air-to-ground  gunnery,  then  both  activities  can  occur 
at  once  in  the  sane  airspace  with  a  buffer  zone  between  them.  This  and 
weekend  flights  will  account  for  all  desired  supersonic,- sorties  and  put  them 
over  'uninhabited  land. 

The  costs  of  all  alternatives  may  appear  large,  but  that  is  simply  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  true  oasts  have  not  been  calculated-.-  - 

kkkkk-k  -kick  irk  "kb -it 

The  Revised  Draft  statements  issued  for  Reserve  and  Valentine  Supersonic 
Operations  Areas,  are  rot  adequate  by  the  standards  set  forth  by  NEPA  of 
1S69. 

The  concept  of  supersonic  flight  at  low  altitudes  tor  long  periods  of 
time  over  human  beings,  has  never,  been  addressed  independently  (except  for 
the  high  altitude  SST  which  was  cancelled) .  The  AF  documents  are  deceptive*  , 
Mo  competent  outside  experts  will  evaluate  these  documents..  The  AF  overflies 
the  Papago  Indians,  never  having  completed  the  tIS  process.  As  Col.  Johnson 
told  the  people  of  Valentine  (Atch  7.28)  "...  There  are  several  other  people 
who  have  to  be  asked,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  to  be  asked. 
It's  inpossible,  well,  I  don't  want  to  say  impossible,  it's  improper  for  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  to  fly  supersonic  over  any  area  that  has  not  gone  through  a 
coordination  process  or  been  okayed  up  through  the  legislative  level  of  the 
Government  and  the  FAA.  We  get  our  permission  from  Headquarters  U.S.  Air 
Force  and  that’s  whc  okays  it." 
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There  is  no  doubt  that  the  aircraft  should  be  flown,  and  the  aircrews 
trained  to  the  maximum  of  capability.  But  the  Air  Force  is  only  able  to  have 
its  cake  and  eat  it  too,  by  producing  a  docurner.:  '■ —  *~0  will 

bear  the  impact  of  the  proposal. 

The  time  has  oome  for  a  totally  independent,  technically  oorripetent  group 
to  be  formed,  a  true  forum  of  experts  created  to  evaluate;. the  concept  of 
supersonic  flight  over  human  beings,  at  low  altitudes;  and/or  a  Congressional 
investigation  should  be  undertaken  to  examine  these  questions  c*i  a  nationwide 
basis  and  dealing  with  all  branches  of  the  military. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  these  proposals  will  be  acted  upon  regardless 
of  the  .amount  of  protest,  whether  emotional,  scientific,  or  otherwise.  The 
■  H-ly  recourse  for  the  common  person  is  to  recall  exactly  the  freedoms  that, 
hue  government  agency  is  working  to  protect  and  to  use  those  freeaoms  to 
secure  a  just  and  equitable,  resolution  of  the  problem.. 

If  the  Air  Force  uses  the  present  inadequate  document. as  the  basis  for 
its  final  EIS,  then  citizens  should,  on  their  own  if  necessary,  proceed  with 
l^gai  action  in  order  to  obtain  a  permanent  injunction  protect  their 
health  and  welfare,  the  quality  of  their  lives  and  the_lar*[  that  they  live 
in.  This  should  be  done  with  the  clear  understanding  that  the  government 
agencies  involved  can  attain  the  same  maximum  quality  of  training  in  other 
ways,  but  will  not  attempt  to  cb  so  unless  they  are  forced  to. 


Many  important  issues  face  rural  Americans  today.  The  past  several  years 
have  resulted  m  tne  creation  of  a  public  health  issue  and  a  Constitutional 
issue  of  unique  proportions,  that  is  supersonic  flights  of  military  aircraft 
at  low  altitudes  over  inhabited  regions  of  rural  U.S.A«  Due  to  the  small 
numbers  of  people  affected,  concerted  defensive  actions,  are. very  difficult  to 
organize  and  to  finance.  Often,  those  in  State  and  other  government  do  not 
care.  Thus,  rural  residents  of  mainly  the  Western  United  States  must  defend 
themselves  as  best  possible,  relying  on  their  own  resources. 

In  this  regard,  please  accept  this  unsolicited  paper, ‘a  very  cursory  and 
partial  comment  on  the  Revised  Draft  EIS  produced  by  the  Air  Force  upon  their 
proposed  supersonic  flights  over  Morenci,  New  Mexico,  and  Valentine,  Texas. 

Time  is  ripe  for  the  formation  of  a  multi-state  coalition  of  affected 
persons  to  take  aggressive  action  on  all  levels  to  prevent  further  harm  to 
both  the  health  and  welfare  of  thousands  of  persons.  Very  little  time  remains 
tor  such  an  action.  .  _  ... 

1  would  propose  that  the  various  groups  already  in  existence  ir»  New 
Mexico  and  Texas,  communicate  with  such  groups  as  Concerned  Rural  Nevadans, 
and  commence  the  formation  of  such  a  larger  organization  as  socn  as 
possible. 

Richard  Bargen,M.D. 
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Comments  on  tne  Drift  environmental  Impact  Ututement  (Dili)  on  the 

b .a  t  aolishment  of  tne  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  m,strlcte< 
airspace  -a  an  area  for  jupersonic  Flight  Tr-ining. 

Submitted  by:  hao  and  Phylli3  Bateman 
Kyle  and  Runae  Bateman 
The  Parrish  Ranch 

For  presentation  at  public  hearing  at  Tribal  Hall,  Affiliated 
Tribes  of  the  Gosh-fce  Indian  heaerv  atlon,  Ibapah,  Ut  ;'n 
29  Nov  19d3 

la i'l IaL  UT -.TEh-EuT:  We,  the  above  named  ranch  owners  u.d  Ibapah 

(deep  Greek  Valley)  residents  of  long  standing  want  it  Known 
-e  strongly  and  absolutely  oppose  the  air  Force  proposal  to 
increase  restricted  airspace  along  toe  Ut ah-hevuda  border  lor 
supersonic  flights  and  training  space  i  or  F-lo  Tighter  pl.nes 
of  the  3o^th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  of  Hill  air  Force  Base  *nd 
other  super  ionic  jets.  The  airspace  oeing  sought  for  e*p.;n aion 
of  supersonic  flight  and  air-to-air  combat  training  overlies 
western  portions  of  Tooele,  Juao  and  .Millard  Counties  in  Utah 
and  eastern  portions  of  EIko  and  Vhite  '-ine  Counties  in  Nevada. 
Thla_co::,plf tely  takes  in  the  Ibapah  ranching  district,  its 
.-razing  properties,  the  Goshute  Indian  heoexv-tlon,  ana  tne 
proposed  Deep  Creek  Mountain  wilderness  area.  Our  rnches  -n > 
otrer  properties  in  the  Ibapah  Valley  are  ineluaea  in  the 
proposed  restricted  area  along  v.  ith  twenty-five  neighboring 
ranches  .nd  atlea^t  twenty  additional  homes. 

t 

POPULaa  ioN  ut'  IcaP.iH:  ";j.thin  the  boundurle  s  of  Ibapah  >e  h  <ve  2Uo 
neoole  llvirg  in  close  proximity  and  a  totdl  of  350  people 
living  within  the  proposed  area.  The  Dr  af  ts-Env ironmrntal  Impact 

1,4  otitement  (DEIS)  falls  to  reco(nize  that  the  people  of  lb  ,t?ah 

live  in  a  closely  populated  area,  not  sparsely  settled  is  staled. 
”e  need  to  be  recognized  and  t  -ken  into  consideration  on  this 
proposal  as  »e  are  the  ones  wno  will  oe  adversely  affected. 

THE  Jat'ETY  nnD  VpELFahE:  of  the  people  of  Ibapah  ha«£  bf  rn  of  little 
concern  to  the  milit *ry.  Vo  are  law  abiding  citizens  of  tneae. 

Our  United  otates  and  we  demand  consideration.  The  air  Force 
has  little  respect  for  established  boundaries  and  little  concern 
for  Ibapah  residents.  Low  flying  jets  are  hazardous  .and  sonic 
booms  do  destroy.  Low  flying  Jets  means  ween  you  Can  near  the 
metal  clang  above  the  jets  roar,  see  tne  flash  of  identification 
numbers  bene atn  the  plane,  see  the  tree  tops  aoove  the  low  flying 
jet,  hear  the  loud  roar  right  move  you  as  vou  arive  your  auto¬ 
mobile  down  the  road  md  vou  automatic  ally  duck  or  sometimes  run 
out  of  the  road,  practically  fall  off  your  tractor  or  horse  an 
they  fly  directly  aoove  you,  or  fly  just  .  ove  you  over  the 
brink  oi  a  hill,  etc.  The  Tighter  pilots  seem  to  use  our  ranch 
houses  and  buildings,  the  valley  residents  tnemselves,  er.d  our 
livestock  for  experiment il  runs  of  realistic  gunnery  practice 
and  supersonic,  attacks.  Instead  of  being  "snell  snocked",  we 
will  be  jet  shocked’1  from  intensified  J>-t  action. 
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THE  NOIoE  Ad  V.ELL  AS  THE  CouGUSSIOH:  of  the  super  sonic  booms  will 
annoy  are®  people  about  \QQ%  rather  than  the  statement  of  the 
PEIS  that  only  lkjt  of  the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be 
"highly  annoyed."  All  the  Xbapah  residents  are  strongly  against 
this  proposal  as  we  have  already  experienced  damaging  and 
explosive  sonic  booms  and  frightening  roars  of  unexpected,  low 
flying  jets.  In  the  hands  of  youthful  pilot®  these  Jets  are  an 
instrument  f  scare  and  frightening  tactics  for  the  purpose  of 
3,  amusement  in  their  behalf  because  of  our  startled  reactions. 

With  the  intensifying  of  training  flights  and  the  predicted 
8  >  1050  monthly  sonic  booms  from  F-16  Fighter  wartime  tactics,  we 
3  1  will  be  blasted  out  of  existence.  If  noise  from  low  flying  jets 
and  sonic  booms  are  not  detrimental,  why  do  babies  cringe  and 
cling  to  their  mothers  at  the  sound  of  a  jet?  V.hy  do  unborn 
babies  quiver  and  Jump  within  the  mother  at  Jet  approach?  Why 
do  people  Jump  and  watch  in  angered  anticipation  as  they  watch 
for  the  Jet's  return  or  the  second  Jet?  Why  do  grazing  cattle 
stampede  to  the  closest  fence  at  the  noise  of  a  sonic  boom? 

Human  £|&na  animals  alike  become  unnerved  and  can  no  longer  funct¬ 
ion  properly  because  of  the  loud,  booming  concussion  of  the 
unexpected  sonic  boom  or  the  roar  of  a  low  flying  Jet.  Ho,  we 
can  never  adjust  to  the  noise  of  the  sonic  booms  or  the  low 
flying  Jets. 

PROPERTY  DaMadE:  already  has  been  experienced  by  valley  residents 
with  broken  windows,  cracked  walls  of  homes  and  buildlr.gs 
including  those  of  the  school  house,  broken  and  falling  tile  and 
plaster,  walls  crumbling  and  foundations  cracked.  With  these 
33  unstable  conditions  the  value  of  our  properties  will  drop  to 

nothing.  With  this  airspace  expansion  the  high  density  of  air¬ 
craft  that  win  be  operating  over  this  populated  urea  puts  our 
lives,  our  livelihood,  and  value  of  our  properties  in  jeopardy. 

IM  CONCLUSION:  we  have  shown  some  of  the  adverse  effects  this  proposed 
training  area  would  have  on  all  Ibapah  residents:  the  ranchers 
and  their  families,  the  Go3huto  Indians,  our  livestock  and  our 
homes.  Our  valley  will  no  longer  be  a  "valley  of  production 
but  a  "valley  of  destruction" ,  IT  this  proposul  takes  effect. 

1 

RECOMMENDATION:  to  have  the  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  the 

restricted  training *'anci  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed 
training  area.  The  military  should  consider  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  action  rather  then  subject  people  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Valley,  their  properties  of  the  Deep  Cr^ek  Mountain  area,  md  the 
bordering  Nevada  west  hlll3  to  the  devastating  effect  of  air-to-air 
supersonic  combat  training  by  the  Hill  Air  Force  Base  F-lo  fighter 
pianos • 


M  r' 


Ibapah,  Utah 
November  10,  1983 


/  -■> 


Honorable  Orrin  Hatch 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 


Dear  Senator  Hatch: 

Aa  concerned  citizens  and  lifetime  residents  of  Ibapah,  Utah 
we  submit  the  attached  petition  opposing  the  Air  Force  proposal  to 
increase  restricted  airspace  along  the  Utah~Nevada  border  consisting 
of  85  miles  long  and  25  miles  wide  for  supersonic  flights  and  training 
space  of  F-16  planes  of  the  388th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  of  Hill  Air 
Force  Base. 

The  Air  Force  indicates  there  isn't  enough  air  space  to  effective' 
train  pilots  in  realistic  and  wartime  tactics  without  an  increase  in 
quantity  of  supersonic  flight  space  for  air-to-air  supersonic  combat 
training.  The  resulting  effects  predicted  of  the  1000  sonic  booms  per 
month  in  this  area  would  blast  the  residents  out  of  existence.  It 
will  have  a  devastating  and  hazardous  effect  100  percent  on  the  whole 
population  of  350  people  in  this  area  rather  than  just  the  12  percent  c- 
stated  by  the  Air  Force  study  reported  by  the  associated  Press  and 
Deseret  News.  Some  residents  have  read  of  hazardous  effects  from  low 
sonic  booms  and  low  flying  jets  both  on  human  beings  and  animals,  but 
studies  made  have  not  been  conclusive  or  proven  and  we  do  not  w-»nt  to 
be  used  as  guinea  pigs  to  substantiate  the  evidence  of  the  ill  effects 
As  United  States  citizens  why  should  our  lives  and  well  being  be 
given  only  slight  consideration?  The  military  has  shown  no  great 
concern  for  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  people  living  here. 

The  Air  Force  should  use  the  many  available  areas  now  used  for 
^testing  and  training  of  the  F-lo  jets  or  use  the  uninhabited  Utah 
Salt  Flats,  the  oceans  and  other  unpopulated  areas  rather  than  expanding 
into  the  Ioapah  area. 

Please  give  this  proposal  your  immediate  attention  as  time  i3 
running  out  fo>  the  study  and  comments  on  this,  ending  December  15,  198.- 
Comments  on  th^a  Hill  Air  Force  Base  plan  for  the  Air  Corridor  on 
the  East  corder  of  Nevada  including  Ioapah  Valley  and  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains  are  to  be  sent  to: 

Environmental  planning 

tip.  aFLC/DEFV 

Wright  Patterson  AFB 

Dayton,  Ohio  45433 

We  need  your  help  in  stopping  this  proposal  as  our  lives,  liveli¬ 
hood,  and  the  value  of  our  properties  are  in  jeopardy. 


Kyle  and  Ranae  Bateman 
of  the  Parrish  Ranch 


cc: 


Sen.  Jake  Garn 
Hep.  James  B.  Hansen 
Hep.  Howard  Nielson 
Rep.  Dan  Marriott 
Gov.  Scott  Matheson 


D-44 


cc. 


to 

Sen.  Paul  Laxalt 

Sen.  Chic  Hecth 

Rep,  Harry  Reid 

Rep,  Barbara  Bucanovich 

Gov.  Richard  H.  Bryan 

Tooele  County  comm.  Charles  stromberc 

Environmental  Planning  Hq.  AFLC/DEPV 


D-45 


October  20,  1983 


K 


We,  the  69  white  and  120  Indian  people  living  in  Ibapah,  Utah  on  both 
side-*  of  the  Utah  Nevada  state  line  protest  and  oppose  the  Air  Force  proposal 
.o  use  this  area  of  85  miles  long  by  25  miles  wide  for  testing  and  training 
jf  the  F-14  jet  fighter  planes.  The  area  includes  our  fifty  mile  long  ranching 
district  with  bordering  grazing  lands,  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation  and  the 
eep  Creek  Mountains. 

The  twenty-six  ranches,  "^and  twenty  additional  homes  within  the  area  have 
•xperienced  sonic  boom  destruction  to  their  homes  and  buildings,  -foundations, 
jails,  and  windows  from  jet  supersonic  speeds.  The  Ibapah  Elementary  School 
uffered  damage  to  the  ceilings  and  br i ck  walls  of  the  structure  with  resultant 
plaster  falling  from  between  the  bricks,  and  ceiling  tiles  falling  to  the 
r I  oar .  If  one  destructive  sonic  boom  in  particular  had  resulted  from  air 
travel  from  the  opposite  direction,  the  whole  north  side,  which  has  glass 
ji ndows,  would  have  been  shattered  and  would  have  fallen  upon  the  children  as 
chool  was  in  session.  For  damages  suffered  at  this  time,  restitution  was 
ud*  to  a  nearby  ranch  home  by  Hill  Air  Force  Base. 

The  livelihood  from  ranching  is  threatened  a*  studies  have  proven  that 
1 ivestock  miscarriages  occur  as  a  result  of  the  loud  explosive  concussion  made 
j y  the  fighter  planes.  The  sonic  booms  would  disrupt  and  hinder  the 
utilization  of  our  grazing  rights  throughout  this  area, 

36  Studies  have  also  shown  that  unborn  and  small  children  suffer  both  hearing 
.  repairmen  t  and  loss  from  the  loud  sonic  booms.  Neither  human  beings  nor 
l  i  v  *  s  cock  can  adjust  t  u  vhw  >ouu,  unexpected  sonic  booms  made  uy  «.ii*  r-  .  w 
iet  fighters  traveling  at  supersonic  speeds. 

We  feel  the  F-ld  fighter  testing  and  training  should  take  place  in 
.ripopu  1  ated  areas  and  strongly  oppose  the  plan  to  use  this  Utah-Nevada  ..ire a 
;.f  Ibapah,  Utah  as  the  proposed  test  and  training  site. 
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November'  SI,  1983 


Dear 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  fiir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F--1S. 


I  arc  concerned  about  the  physical  '-and  mental* 
health  of  rny  family.  1  arn  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 


This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <5B).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  ^artoun, 
Uvaua,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  the,  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.' 


1 


I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 


I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representat i ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try1'  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 

.  r»  ‘  * 


Sincerely, 

'CxdY Yd 


D-53  • 


o 


NovLTiibcr  £1,  1903 


loi'  Commanding  Officer,  Hill  Air  Force  Base 

Rci  Proposed  Testing  and  Training ' Areas  for  the  F— 16 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I  bppose  the.  proposed 
Air  Force  use  of  this  area  for  testing  and . t ra i ni ng  the  F— 161 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental  health  of  my 
family.  I  am  concerned  about  the  possible  detrimental  effects  on 
our  environment  and  livelihood.  1  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and  school. 

This  area  in  populated.  We  have  a  public  school  with  an 
enrollment  of  fifty  <50).  In  the  vicinity  affected  by  the 
Southern  ellipse,  the  population  of  the  combined  towns  of 
Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one  hundred  and 
twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the 

valley,  the  DEIS  counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people. 

•  >  ** 

I  want  to  go  on' record  as  mtronply  opposing  the  proposed  use 
of  the  new  super— sonic  testing  areas.  -  ' 


Sincerely 


D— 54 


4  4 


* 


November'  £1,  1 S63 


Dear 

X  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Pir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 

1  am  concerned  about  the  physical  “and  mental' 
health  of  my  family.  I  arn  concerned  about  the 
possible  det r i went a 1  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50) .  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  P&rtoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  <1£0>.  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <120)  people  in  the  valley,  th^  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people."  ’ 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  *trongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  rny  represefitative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try"  and  stop  these 
proposed  p .t dnb, 


Siricei-'ely, 

W\oJL± 


r 


D-55  ' 


November  £1,  I9B3 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  “and  mental- 
health  of  rny  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  env  ironrnent 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  tie  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  (?artqun, 
Uvada,  Sandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  <1£0).  Df  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <X£0)  people  in  the  valley,  th^  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  <15)  people.' 

1  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try'  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerely, 


D-56. 
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G  **- 


November  £1,  1983 


Dear 


;  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
fjf.io tti  .*  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
■,  .‘jtir.ij  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  VN.e  coniernt-d  about  the  physical  -and  mental. 


h  t?  I  •  • 

of  i ■  i y  f a rn i  1  y . 

I  am  coricerned 

about 

the 

P’-1  -  -  '•  ‘ 

i:e  dot »')  mental 

effects  on  our 

env  i  ronrnent 

a' 

.  vio  III-  o-. id .  I 

am  concerned 

about 

the 

hi  ,  •  . 

.  „ral  damage  of 

our  homes,  churches, 

and 

Sr  i  .  . 


:fijs  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
si  i  will  an  enro  1  1  merit  of  fifty  <30.  In  the 

vn.'ji.  'y  a  ‘ f opted  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
p. .g.  .  ,  lor.  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoui, 
Liv.".:,  ,  l.vintly,  and  Trout  Creek  total*  'one 
h ■  i  ....ill  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 

ar,..  t  ..ijnty  %  120)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
cojr.fd  only  fifteen  (15)  people.* 

want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
oppopmg  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
s'.  1  i  i  looting  areas. 

appeal  to  you  as  my  represent  at i ve  to 
u  ~  •  ,  -.iji’  i  nf  1  u«rnce  to  try'  and  stop  these 

p>  ..  rd  p  laris. 


S i ncere 1 y , 

*>$aAAUi~cn\ ,  itf'- 


8"/7Xy 
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*  'W  I 


*  "V1BT 


’T 


1 


November- 21,  1963 

t  . _ '  -  - 

s  r : .  i T :  i .  ■-  ■*• :  n 


Kov  IT "12  on  AH  ’63 


D^ar*  Senator  Gam, 

*;■  '  '*  v  " 

I  Mould  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
'•'rrflga  4-Hn  ni'nposed  Pir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  ahd  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboijt  the 
structural  damage  of  our  hornes,  churches,  and 
school.  ■ 

This  area  i*  populated.  We  have  a  public  R 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the  | 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the  I 
population  of  Che  combined  towns  of  Partoun,  i  .j 
Uvada^  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  total*  one  | 

hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred  § 
and  twenty  (120)  people-  in  the  fhe  DEIS 

counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people."  •* 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I'  .appeal  to  you  as  my  representat  iva  to 
use  your  influence  to  try"1  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans.  .  •  ‘ 

*  ,  .  .  T“'“‘  ’■ 

’  > 


Sincerely, 

/  UA  ■ 

\  '  »•  • 

4  % 

\  -  * 


D-58 


November  £1,  13B3 


To.'  Commanding  Off  lean.  Hill  nlr  Force  B„e 
""  Pr°POSid  TeStl"=  *"«  Training  Areas  for  the  F-16 


Hln  Force  u.e  of  thl6™areakforntestlno  ImV  tpwsi'  l,’«-  propose., 

r  testlnB  and.  train iog  the  F-lBl 

'***»■  ™  ^-^ned^bLrthfpossibir'd  ^ 

our  environment  and  livelihood  ?  b  detrimental  effects  or, 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  ^ 0^0^0^0*00 K  *b°Ut  th* 

'enroll  ZT  f  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 1  •" 

Southern  eliip^,  L  Lul^i^  r  by  the 

Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  cor'.’bined  towns  of 

twenty  <1£0>.  of  th  hundred  anri^6^  * 0t  *  1 S  °r,e  huhdred  and 

vouoF,  .ho  DEIS  ?eoplt’  in  t,» 

or ««  r,::i!"rs“  UM 


November  £ 1,  1983 


Dear  X)jUI& 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  ftir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental'' 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  arn  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school . 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partaun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (1£0).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <120>  people  in  the  valley,  the.  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.’ 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  represent  at  i  ve  f*o 
use  your  influence  to  try  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


S i ncerel y 


f/cmCio 


Jfe/Aj 

i^iiuibnk 


D-60  ’ 


.1 


feud  Z  $  ]Ha\/ 

863  ho3ewood  Lane 
Layton,  Utah 
Nov  14,  1983 

Environmental  Planning 
Hq.  AFLC/DEPY 

Wright  Patterson  Air  Force  Base 
Dayton,  Ohio  43433 

We  are  writing  to  strenuously  protest  the  proposal  by  the  Air  Force  to 
increase  the  restricted  air  space  along  the  Utah/Nevada  border  for  supersonic 
flights  of  the  F-16  aircraft. 

Our  family  owns  ranches  and  other  property  in  the  Ibapah  valley  otherwise 
known  as  the  Deop  Creek  valley  which  runs  alongthe  Utah/Nevada  bordar.  This 
valley,  the  Deep  Crook  mountains  which  border  tho  east  side  of  the  valley 
and  the  hills  to  the  west  in  Nevada  are  included  in  the  proposed  restricted  area* 


We  understand  from  news  releases  and  contact  with  Hill  AFB  that  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  says  only  about  350  people  live  in  the  proposed 
corridor.  They,  however,  fail  to  recognize  that  over  ZOO  of  these  people  are 
|  4  concentrated  in  the  Deep  Creek  valley  and  the  Goahute  Indian  reservation  at  uhe 
south  end  of  the  valley.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Deep  Creek  mountains 
an  being  considered  for  a  wilderness  area. 

Another  point  that  should  be  considered  is  the  statement  in  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  only  12$  of  the  people  living  in  the  area 
would  be  "highly  annoyed"  by  the  sonic  booms.  This  i3  completely  in  error 
31  and  unrealistic.  In  fact  the  number  should  be  nearly  100$.  Our  family 
has  conducted  an  informal  survey  and  determined  that  everyone  in  the  Deep 
Creek  valley  (over  200  people)  are  strongly  against  the  proposal.  We  believe 
that  no  one  ahould  be  exposed  to  the  devastating  effects  of  3onic  booms  and 
low  flying  fighter  aircraft.  Also  the  statement  there  would  be  no  adverse 
health  effects  on  humans  and  no  significant  problems  for  domestic  and  wild 
animals  is  incorrect.  One  only  needs  to  observe  the  reaction  of  grazing  cattle 
to  low  flying  aircraft  and  sonic  booms  to  know  how  wrong  this  is. 


Air  Force  planes  have  been  using  this  area  for  a  number  of  years  for 
supersonic  flights  in  violation  of  current  rules  and  regulations  so  wo  are 
very  familiar  with  the  impact  of  supersonic  flights  and  sonic  booms.  The 
predicted  38  sonic  booms  per  day  or  5  booms  per  hour  is  completely  unacceptable. 

The  ones  now  being  experienced  are  causing  enough  problems  for  school  children 
(yes  there  is  also  a  school  in  the  valley),  people,  grazing  livestock,  wild  horses 
and  wild  life,  and  property  damage.  Objections  to  these  flights  have  been  made 
to  Hill  AFB  but  no  action  has  been  taken.  We  have  also  made  a  claim  for  damages 
which  has  been  paid  in  part. 

I  Fighter  aircraft  on  training  flights  do  crash  all  to  often  (  35  F-16 

aircraft  since  1979)  and  so  it  is  very  hard  to  understand  why  the  Air  Force  3  8 

would  continue  with  their  plans  for  training  flights  over  the  Deep  Creek  valley 
I  with  total  disregard  for  the  safety  of  the  inhabitants. 
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Creek  “al^and  ?£  Nev.dt  Mn  "fSS  t'-°  Cr“k  the  Deep 

it  would  S  very  d.LSnSl  £  ?£°  “V”4  *2  tM3  COrrldOT  13  »™6  »■ 
livestock,  wlldilffSa  Sa  wSSSoS  Sf  "d  th;ir  the  Indiana, 

We,  therefore,  rep.  est  you  review  vour  Dasp  Greaic  siou/i twins, 

draw  your  request  for  the  proposed'  training  area  '  t  raiding  oorridor,  wi  t.h„ 
atated  options  to  seek  a  SSSSSbS  eSl  ”  *”r,!i3’  of  your 


Sincerely, 


BLANCHE  PAiSsHBEAN 


CilAHLES  W.  BEAN 


Copies  to  ; 


1.  Governor  of  the  State  of  Utah 

2.  Governor  of  the  State  of  Nevada 
3«  United  States  Senators  from  Utah 
4.  Hepresentatives  from  Utah 

5«  Utah  Wilderness  Association 
6.  Hill  ALB 
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863  Rosewood  Lane 
Layton,  Utah  84041 
Doc  12,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
No.  AiLC/DEPY 
Wripht  Patterson  AFB 
Dayton,  Ohio  45433 

Subject:  DEIS  on  establishment  of  additional  air  space  (restricted) 

along  tho  Utah/tlevada  border  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training. 

Ref:  Our  previous  letter  of  Nov  14,  1983. 

Enclosed  are  copies  of  written  statements  submitted  by  our  family 
at  the  hearing  held  in  Ibapah,  Utah  on  Nov  29,  1983.  These  are  for  your 
records  and  further  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

'-T'V*  .-v.  /  c  * 


a  s.sj 
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Subject:  Proponed  ltestricted  Airspace  Ibr  Supersonic  Flight  Training 
Along  Utah/Nevada  Border 

Written  comments  for  presentation  at  public  hearing  at  Tribal  Hall,  Affiliated 
Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation,  Ibapah,  Utah  29  Nov  1983. 

Submitted  by:  Parrish  Estate,  Ibapah,  Utah 
Blanche  Le  Parrish  Bean 
Phyllis  R.  Parrish  Bateman 
Joyce  C.  Parrish  Goak 

INITIAL  STATEMENT: 

The  Pcrrish  family  desires  to  go  on  record  as  being  strenuously  opposed 
to  the  Air  Force  proposal  to  increase  the  restricted  airspace  for  super- 
'  sonic  and  subsonic  training  flights  of  fighter  aircraft- (primarily  F-16 
aircraft)  along  the  Utah/Kcvada  border. 

The  Parrish  family  owns  ranches  and  other  property  in  the  Ibapah  valley 
(  Deep  Creek  valley  ) ,  which  runs  along  the  Utah/llevada  border  and  is  included 
in  the  proposed  restricted  area.  While  we  are  generally  opposed  "to  the  whole 
proposal  we  will  confine  our  remarks  relatively  to  the  Deep  Creek  valley 
ard  the  adjacent  areas  on  the  east  and  west  side. 

POPULATION  DENSITY: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  states  the  proposed  expansionjj 
area  is  sparsely  settled  v;ith  only  about.  350  people  living  there.  The  B 

fact  is  that  over  200  of  these  people  live  in  the  Deep  Creek  valley  which 
fact  the  DEIS  fails  to  recognize  which  we  feel  is  very  significant.  Also 
there  ih  a  school  house  in  the  valley  attended  by  all  the  children  living 
there.  Wa  feel  this  fact  alone  should  force  reconsideration  of  the 
proposal. 

SAFETY: 

The  high  density  of  aircraft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  concentration 
of  people  poses  a  very  significant  safety  problem.  Fighter  aircraft  do 
crash  (36  F-16  aircraft  since  1979)  .  It  is  inconceivable  how  the  Air 
Force  can  ignore  this  fact  and  continue  with  their  present  plan  which  will 
expose  the  people  and  school  children  in  the  valley  to  this  unacceptable 
hazard. 

PEOPLE  IMPACT: 

Another  point  that  should  be  considered  is  the  statement  in  the  DEIS  that 
only  12%  of  the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be  'highly  annoyed"  by  the 
sonic  booms.  This  is  completely  in  error  and  unrealistic.  In  fact  this 
number  should  be  nearly  100%.  Our  family  has  conducted  an  iniornal  survey 
and  determined  that  all  of  the  people  contacted  were  strong!,  y  against  the 
proposal  and  very  concerned  with  the  low  flying  aircraft  and  sonic  booms. 
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PREVIOUS  AIR  FORCE  ACTIVITY t 

According  to  published  maps  the  Deep  Creek  valley  is  not  included  in  the 
current  training  areas  yet  the  Air  Force'  has  been  using  this  air  space  for 
subsonic  and  supersonic  flights  for  a  number  of  years  in  violation  of 
current  rules  and  regulations.  As  a:- result,  we,  and  other  peonle  living 
in  the  valley  are  very  familiar  with  the  impact  of  training'-flightK.and  sonic 
booms.  The  predicted  38  sonic  booms,  per  day  or  5  per  hour  is  totally 
unacceptable.  The  ones  now  being  experienced  are  causing  enough  problems 
for  school  children,  people  and  livestock.  Subsonic  flights  at  low  altitudes 
are  a  common  occurance.  The  actions  of  fighter  pilots  seem  to  indicate  they 
are  using  ranch  houses,  ranch  buildings,  people  and  livestock  for  practice 
strafing  runs.  Experiences  of  members  of  the  Parrish  families  can  attest 
to  this  fact.  Objections  to  these  flights- have  been  made  to  Hill  AFB 
but  no  action  has  been  taken. 


3 


It  would  appear  that  the  Air  Force  has  little  respect  for  established 
boundaries  and  little  concern  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  Deep  Creek  valley. 
From  past  experience  we  believe  it  is  quite  evident  that-  if  this  valley 
is  included  dn  the  proposed  training  area  the  impact  on  the  valley  would 
be  devastating. 

.  < 

PROPERTY  DAMAGE: 


Property  damage  has  been  experienced  in  the  valley  and  it  is  certain,  that 
if  the  plan  is  approved  much  more  can  be  expected.  Our  family  has  made  a 
claim  for  property  damages  which  has  been  paid  in  part. 

PROPERTY  VALUE: 


33 


No  one  can  deny  that  property  values  will  bo  significantly  reduced  if  the 
Air  Force  plan  is  approved.  Sale  of  ranch  land  and  grazing  land  will  be 
very  difficult  if  not  impossible  unless  the  asking  price  is  substantially 
reduced.  Why  should  the  land  owners  in  the  valley  be  so  penalized?  What, 
if  any,  recourse  do  they  have? 


OTHER  CONSIDERATIONS: 


t 

'  37,4 


The  statement  in  the  DEIS  there  would  be  no  adverse  effects  on  humans  and 
no  significant  problems  for  domestic  or  wild  animals  is:  incorrect.  One  3 

only  needs  to  observe  the  reaction  of  grazing  cattle  to  low  flying  aircraft 
and  to  sonic  booms  to  know  how  wrong  this  is.  Just  ask  any  ranchei’  or  his  4 
family  how  they  feel  when  subjected  to  the  conditions  of  training  flights. 

It  should  also  bo  noted  that  the  Seep  Creek  mountains  are  being  considered 
for  a  wilderness  area. 


CONCLUSION : 

It  is  quite  evident  that  to  include  the  Deep  Creek  valley,  the  Deep  Greek 
mountains  and  the  Nevada  hills  to  the  vest  in  this  proposed  training  area 
is  wrong  a 3  it  would  be  very  detrimental  to  the  ranchers,  their  families, 
the  Indians,  livestock,  wildlife  and  the  wilderness  study  area  of  the  Deep 
Creek  mountains.  In  the  face  of  "the  facts  previously  stated  it  is  very 
hard  to  understand  how  the  Air  Force  can  continue  to  seriously  consider 
including  the  Deep  Creek  valley  and  adjoining  lands  in  the  restricted  area 
for  high  density  fighter  aircraft  training. 
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I  We,  therefore,  request  the  Aj.r  Force  review  their  plan  for  the  restricted  I  ^ 

training  area  ,  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed  traing  area  ana.  I 
exercise  one  of  their  stated  options  for  a  more  suitable  area.  I 


) 
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Comments  on  tne  Draft  Environmental  Impact-  .'.tatemcnt  (DFIo)  on  the 

}■  a  t  aoliahment  of  tne  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  m.stricte< 
airspace  an  area  for  iupersonic  Flight  Training. 

submitted  by:  hao  ard  Phylli3  Bateman 
Kyle  and  Ranae  Bateman 
The  Parrish  Ranch 

For  presentation  at  public  hearing  at  Tribal  Hall,  Aff ill  ited 
Tribe  a  of  the  Goshute  Inaiun  Reservation,  Ib.>pih,  Ut  .'n 
I  29  Nov  ltid3 

Iwl'iiaL  G'x  .'itwti.T:  \‘Je ,  the  above  naired  ranch  oivnera  and  lhapah 
l  (neep  Green  Valley)  residents  of  long  at  .nding  want  it  xnewn 

. e  strongly  and  absolutely  oppose  the  air  Force  proposal  to 
increase  restricted  airspace  along  toe  Utah-Levada  border  for 
3uroraonic  flights  and  training  space  lor  F-lo  fighter  planes 
oi  the  5o'-rth  Tactical  Fighter  Ting  of  Hill  air  Force  Base  -nd 
other  super  ionic  jet3„  The  .airspace  oeing  sougnt  for  expansion 
of  supersonic  flight  ,nd  .ir-torair  combat  tr  .ining  overlies 
western  portions  of  Tooele,  Juao  and  Will  ird  Gountie-3  in  Ut  -h 
and  eastern  portions  of  F,l*o  and  Vhite  ’•'ine  Counties  in  Nevada. 
This  completely  tunes  in  the  Ibapah  ranching  district,  its 
,a razing  properties,  the  Goshute  Indian  heseiv-tlon,  and  tne 
proposed  Deep  CreeK  Mountain  wilderness  area.  Our  r. aches  -n - 
otner  properties  In  the  Ibapah  Valley  are  includea  in  the 
crooosed  restricted  area  along  v.  ith  twenty-five  neighboring 
ranches  -nd  atleast  twenty  additional  homes. 

i 

POPULta  ioN  OF'  iuap.iH:  "ithin  the  boundurlt  s-  of  Jban-ih  we  have  BGo 
oeoole  liviig  in  close  proximity  and  a  total  of  3oQ  pt ople 
living  within  the  proposed  area.  The  Dr  a ft". Environmental  Imp  act 
otitement  (DEIS)  fails  to  reco;nize  that  the  orople  oi  Ibarah 
live  in  a  closely  populated  area,  r.ot  sparsely  settled  as  staled. 

‘e  need  to  be  re  cognized  and  t  .aven  into  con  ;irtt  ration  on  this 
proposal  as  ..e  are  the  ones  wno  will  oe  adversely  affected. 

iHL  SaFFTY  msD  *£LFaRE:  of  the  people  of  Ibap  ih  hu^rb.rn  of  little 
concern  to  the  military.  Ve  are  law  abiding  citizen.',  of  tnesc 
Our  United  States  and  we  demand  consideration.  The  air  Foict 
has  little  reape ct  for  established  boundaries  and  little  concern 
lor  Ibapah  r<  sidents.  Low  flying  Jets  are  hazardous  and  sonic 
<f  booms  do  destroy.  Low  flying  jets  means  wo.en  you  c  an  near  the 

-*  net il  clang  above  the  jets  roar,  see  tne  flash  oi  identification 

numbers  beneath  the  plane,  see  the  tree  top3  aoove  the  low  flying 
jet,  hear  the  loud  roar  right  move  you  as  vou  drive  your  auto¬ 
mobile  down  the  road  md  vou  automatic  ally  riucx  or  sometimes  run 
out  of  the  road,  practically  fall  oil'  your  tractor  or  horse  i-r. 
they  I  ly  directly  above  y-.u,  or  fly  just  a  ove  you  over  the 
brina  oi  a  hill,  etc.  The  lighter  pilots  seem  to  use  our  ranch 
houses  and  buildings,  the  valley  residents  tnemselves „  erd  our 
llvestocK  for  experimental  runs  of  realistic  gunnery  practice 
and  supersonic  attacks.  Instead  of  being  "snell  snocKed'1 ,  we 
will  be  "jet  shocked"  from  intensified  jr t  action. 


» 


*  * . 


D-67 


THE  NOJ.SE  ao  WELL  a5  'iHE  Co^CUSolUN:  of  the  super  sonic  booms  will 
annoy  area  people  about  100$  rather  than  the  statement  of  tho 
DEIS  that  only  1d%  of  the  people  living  in  the  ^rea  would  be 
"highly  annoyed."  All  the  Ibapah  residents  are  strongly  against 
this  proposal  as  we  have  already  experienced  damaging  and 
explosive  sonic  booms  and  frightening  roars  of  unexpected,  low 
flying  Jets.  In  the  hands  of  youthful  pilots  these  Jet3  are  an 
instrument  of  scare  and  frightening  tactics  for  the  purpose  of 
amusement  in  their  behalf  because  of  our  startled  reactions. 

*Vith  the  intensifying  of  training  flights  and  the  predicted 
1050  monthly  sonic  booms  from  F-lb  Fighter  wartime  tactics,  we 
will  be  blasted  out  of  existence.  If  noise  from  low  flying  Jets 
and  sonic  booms  are  not  detrimental,  why  do  babies  cringe  and 
cling  to  their  mothers  at  the  sound  of  a  jet?  Why  do  unborn 
babies  quiver  and  Jump  within  the  mother  at  jet  approach?  Why 
do  people  Jump  and  watch  in  angered  anticipation  as  they  watch 
for  the  Jets  return  or  the  second  jet?  Why  do  grazing  cattle 
stampede^  to  the  closest  fence  dt  the  noise  of  a  sonic  boom? 

Human  f^'ana  animals  alike  become  unnerved  and  can  no  longer  funct¬ 
ion  properly  because  of  the  loud,  booming  concussion  of  the 
unexpected  sonic  boom  or  the  roar  of  a  low  flying  Jet.  No,  we 
c^n  never  adjust  to  the  noise  of  the  sonic  booms  or  the  low 
flying  jets. 

PROPEhTY  DhMaGEj  already  has  been  experienced  by  valley  residents 
with  broken  windows,  cracked  walls  of  hemes  and  buildi.-.gs 
including  those  of  the  school  house,  broken  and  falling  tile  and 
plaster,  walls  crumbling  and  foundations  cracked.  With  these 
unstable  conditions  the  value  of  our  properties  will  drop  to 
nothing.  V'ith  this  airspace  expansion  the  high  density  of  air¬ 
craft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  populated  area  puts  our 
lives,  our  livelihood,  and  value  of  our  properties  In  Jeopardy. 

IN  CONCLUSION:  we  have  shown  some  of  the  aaverse  effects  this  proposed 
training  area  would  have  on  all  Ibapah  residents:  the  ranchers 
and  their  families,  the  Goshute  Indians,  our  livestock  and  our 
homes.  Our  valley  will  no  longer  be  a  "valley  of  production" 
but  a  "valley  of  destruction".  If  this  proposal  takes  effect. 

HECOMMENCaTION:  to  have  the  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  the 

restricted  training ^Qfnd  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed 
training  area.  The  military  should  consider  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  action  rather  then  subject  people  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Valley,  their  properties  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  area,  md  the 
bordering  Nevada  west  hills  to  the  devastating  effect  of  air-to-aj- 
supersonic  combat  training  by  the  Hill  Air  Force  Base  F-lo  flghtei 
planes. 


REG  OMioEKDA  Ti  ON : 


We,,  therefore,  request  the  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  tho  restricted, 
training  area  ,  withdraw  thoir  request  for  the  proposed  truing  area  and 
exercise  one  of  their  stated  options  for  a  more  suitable  area. 
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1401  F.arl  Drive 
Reno,  NV  F9503 
October  17,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 
Wright-Patterson  AFB 
Ohio  45433 

Dear  Sir: 

I  have  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  t.o  turn  part  of  Eastern 
Nevada  into  a  supersonic  operations  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally 
request  a  <^0  day  extension  in  tho  comment  period,  from  Oct.  14  to 
December  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah. 


Thank  you. 


Elizabeth  Bernhoimer 


cc:  Representatives  Vucanovich  and  Reid 

Senators  Laxalt  and  Uccht 
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October  17,  1983 
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The  Honorable  Harry  Reid 
House  of  Representatives 
..'asnington,  D.C.  20515 

bear  Representati  ve  Harry  Reid: 


I  was  shockedti 


operations  area . 


i ft  i  mr  rrf 

for  tne  creation  ot  a  2,9S5  square  mile  supersonic 
mere  are  and  have  been  no  puolic  hearings  planned. 

Knowing  of  your  concern  for  Nevada  I  oo  hope  that  you  will  use  your 
inTluence  in  obtaining  a  90  day  extension  sc  that  public  hearings 
can  be  held  in  this  state. 


mank  you  for  your  help  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth  bernneimer 


1401  Earl  Drive 
Reno,  HV  89503 
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Judiciary 

N<Iuj**1  PvMMiro  s,  Tnv  ironrru  n|( 
and  Ayrii  nil urc 
fiialtK  and  Welfare 


Nevada  Legislature 

SlXTV-SrCOND  SESSION 


October  6,  1983 


The  Honorable  Barbara  Vucanovich 
Cannon  Office  Building,  Boom  50"7 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Barbara: 

As  you  are  undoubtedly  aware,  the  United  States  Air  Force  has 
proposed  an  extension  of  the  MOA  in  Eastern  Levada. 

While  I  have  not  examined  the  proposal  in  detail,  I  am 
somewhat  concerned  over  further  limitations  of  flight  by 
civilian  aircraft.  As  one  who  is  a  sometimes  pilot  and  who 

depends  heavily  on  private  transportation  to  travel  around 
the  State  of  Nevada,  X  am  concerned  about  further 
restrictions  on  air  space.  This  is  particularly  true  because 
of  the  already  heavy  military  utilization  of  the  air  space 
g  over  Nevada  and  because  of  proposals  which  are  pending  by  the 
United  States  Navy  in  the  Fallon  area.  I  rather  suspect  that 
there  is  little,  if  any,  coordination  between  the  various 
Armed  Services,  and  little,  if  any,  coordination  of  use. 
Because  of  existing  MOAs,  direct  flight  from  different  points 
in  Nevada  is  often  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  civilian 
aircraft.  Before  further  areas  are  considered  for  MOA 
approval,  X  would  feel  that  it  would  be  incumbent  upon  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  Congress  to  conduct  a  review  of 
existing  MOAs  and  their  utilization. 

While  I  am  an  advocate  of  a  strong  national  defense, 
nevertheless  the  continued  expansion  of  MOAs  over  Nevada 
places  a  heavy  burden  upon  the  people  of  this  State.  In 
addition  to  the  legitimate  concerns  of  private  pilots  and 
commercial  airlines,  there  are,  of  course,  legitimate  health, 
safety,  and  environmental  concerns  of  the  pubiic  as  a  whole. 

II  would  strongly  urge,  either  through  Congressional  action  or 
Department  of  Defense  action,  before  other  additional  MOAs 
are  requested  and/or  approved,  that  there  be  a  study  and 
review  completed  of  the  existing  MOAs  and  their  utilization. 
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Honorable  Barbara  Vucanovich  October  6,  1983  Page  2 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

For  information  purposes,  I  am  sending  copies  of  this  letter 
to  our  other  Congressional  delegates. 


Very  truly  yours. 


BLB/lem 


cc:  Honorable  Paul  Laxalt 
Honorable  Chic  Hecht 
Honorable  Harry  Reid  S 
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jOwn  PAUL  KENNEDY 
GEORGE  U.  ROMNEY 
SCOTT  C.  PUGSl-EY 
MARK  H.  ANDERSON 
GEORGE  RICHARD  HILL 
RfCHARD  M.  HYMAS 
CLARK  6.  FET2CR 
KAREN  S.  THOMPSON 
JOHN  N.  BREmS 
PAUL  H.  ASmTON 
MICHAEL  L.  OOWOLE 
DAVID  JAY  HOLDSWORTH 

OF  COUNSEL 

JOHN  S  BOYDfN,  JR. 

F.  BURTON  HOWARD 
J.  STUART  McMASTER 


Boyden,  Kennedy  &  Romney 

LAW  OFFICES 
IOOO  KENNECOTT  BUILDING 
TEN  EAST  SOUTH  TEMPLE 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  ©*l33 
|flOl)  5210000 


December  16,  1983 


JOHN  S-  flOYOEN 

{isoe-iaaoi 

COALVILLE  OrPiCE 
MAIN  5,  CENTER  STREETS 
COALVILLE,  UTAH  9*017 
IOOI)  330*2020 


Mr.  Keith  Davis 

2849  ABG/DEEXX 

Hill  A.F.B.,  Utah  84056 

Re:  Coshute  Comments  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  Regarding  Supersonic  Flight  Training  in  the 
Coshute  Range  Extension . 


Dear  Keith: 


Pursuant  to  our  conversation  of  December  12,  1983,  I  am  enclosing 
for  your  review  copies  of  the  material  sent  by  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Goshute  Reservation  to  Wright- Patterson  A.F.B.,  Ohio. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  matter.  If  you  desire 
further  information  or  clarification  of  the  Tribe’s  concerns  with  the  proposal 
please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (801)  521-0800. 


Paul  H.  Ashton 


PHA/brz 
end . 
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JOHN  PAUL  KENNEDY 

George  j.  romnet 
SCOT  T  c.  PUGSLEY 

MARK  H.  ANQERSON 
GCOPGE  RlCHARO  HILL 
RICHARD  M.  HYMAS 

Clark  b. petzeR 
karen s  Thompson 

JOHN  IJ.  0REMS 
PAUL  H.  ASHTON 
MICHAEL  L.  OOWDI-E 
DAVID  JAY  HOLDS  WORTH 

or  counsel 

JOHN  s.  0OYOEN,  JR. 

r.  burton  hOward 

J.  5TUART  Me  MASTER 


Boyden,  Kennedy  5.  Romney 

LAW  OFFICES 
IOOO  KENNECOTT  BUILDING 
TEN  EAST  SOUTH  TEMPLE 

Salt  lake  city,  utah  a«4i33 
(SOI)  521-0600 


December  16,  1983 


JOHN  S.  BOyOEN 
(l906-'fi*a0) 

COALVILLE  OFFICE 
MAIN  &  CENTER  STREETS 
COALVILLE.  UTAH  6*017 
(601)  33S-2020 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  A.F.B.,  Ohio  45433 

Re:  Coshute  Comments  to  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  Regarding  Supersonic  Flight  Training  in  the 
Candy  Range  Extension . 


Dear  Sirs: 


Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute 
Reservation  to  the  Air  Force  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding 
establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  as  an  area  for  supersonic  flight 
training. 


Also  enclosed  is  a  resolution  of  the  Business  Council  of  the 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  formally  opposing  the  Air 
Force  proposal,  to  the  extent  that  it  includes  the  Goshute  Reservation  wit.iir 
the  proposed  supersonic  flight  area,  and  a  written  statement  by  Vyrie  Murphy, 
Council  Secretary.  The  resolution  and  statement  are  incorporated  in  and  made 
a  part  of  the  Tribes  formal  comments  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 


The  Tribe  has  also  instructed  us  to  enclose  for  your  review  tl  3 
Comments  of  the  Shoshone  Joint  Housing  Authority,  the  Comments  of  Pao 


Bateman,  Phyllis  Bateman, 


D, 

ivy  ic  uaLcinoii, 


Bateman,  and  a  letter  of  tne 


Batemans  to  Governor  Scott  Matheson  dated  December  8,  1983. 
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Environmental  Planning 
December  IS,  1983 
Page  2 


SoYOtN , Kennedy  s  Romney 

LAW  OFFICES 


Sincerely, 


BOVOEN,  KENNEDY  &  ROMNEY 


Attorneys  for  the  Goshute  Tribe 

PHA/brz 

end. 

cc:  Chester  Steele 
Keith  Davis 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  CONFEDERATED  TRIBES 
OF  THE  GOSHUTE  RESERVATION 

Date:  December  9,  1983 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
REGARDING  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  GANDY  RANGE 
EXTENSION  AND  ADJACENT  RESTRICTED  AIRSPACE 
AS  AN  AREA  FOR  SUPERSONIC  FLIGHT  TRAINING 


The  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation,  hereinafter 
Goshute  Tribe,  offer  the  following  comments  with  regard  to  the  proposed  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  submitted  by  the  Air  Force,  hereinafter  DEIS. 
Before  setting  out  the  Tribe's  formal  comments,  however,  it  is  appropriate  to 
make  a  short  statement  on  the  origins  of  the  Goshute  tribe  and  its  relationship 
to  the  United  States  government. 

From  time  immemorial  until  the  coming  of  the  white  man  the  Goshute 
Tribe  exclusively  occupied  and  possessed  an  area  of  approximately  six  million 
acres  of  land  in  the  western  part  of  the  State  of  Utah  and  in  the  eastern  part 
of  the  State  of  Nevada.  By  gradual  encroachment  of  whites,  settlers  and 
others,  and  the  acquisition  and  taking  of  the  lands  by  the  United  States  for  its 
own  use  and  benefit,  the  Goshute’s  way  of  life  was  disrupted  and  they  were 
deprived  of  all  of  their  lands  except  that  which  now  is  known  as  the  Goshute 
Reservation.  Now,  by  the  proposed  United  States  Air  Force  action,  the  United 
States  appears  to  want  to  deprive  the  Goshutes  of  even  this  small  area  by 
subjecting  the  reservation  to  a  continuous  bombardment  of  sonic  booms  and 
pollution , 

The  comments  of  the  Goshute  tribe  to  the  proposed  Air  Force  action 


are  as  follows: 


I.  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


\ 
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Regarding  the  Air  Force's  description  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training 
Range  (UTTR)  the  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  cycle  of  increased  use  that  is 
apparent  within  the  description.  That  is,  it  appears  from  the  description  that 
as  the  ability  to  more  precisely  plan  and  forecast  the  total  usage  of  the  UTTR 
has  increased  there  has  been  a  greater  demand  on  the  range,  thereby 
increasing  the  demands  for  an  expansion  or  reclassification  of  the  UTTR.  If 
the  reclassification  of  the  Gandy  Range  extension  is  approved,  therefore, 
would  it  not  be  logical  to  suppose,  based  on  past  expansion  of  use,  that  the 
Gandy  Range  will  be  used  to  a  greater  extent  than  that  presently  projected  in 
the  DEIS.  For  example,  while  the  DEIS  focuses  on  the  use  of  the  range  by  the 
388  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  (TFW),  isn’t  it  possible,  and  indeed  isn't  it  probable, 
that  the  range  will  be  used  by  more  than  the  388  TFW  but  will  also  become  the 
location  of  various  "red  flag  exercises"  and  an  excuse  to  base  more  supersonic 
jets  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base? 

The  Tribe  is  also  concerned  with  the  statement  on  page  3  of  the  DEIS 
which  implies  that  the  Air  Force  has  already  determined  that  it  shall  upgrade 
various  HAMQTS  sites  in  the  southern  range  of  the  UTTR  complex  without  first 
considering  the  possibility  of  carrying  out  the  upgrading  in  the  north  range. 
It  is  the  Tribe's  belief  that  such  a  decision  should  not  be  made  until  after  a 
decision  has  been  arrived  at  regarding  the  Gandy  Range  since  the  Air  Force 
should  not  expend  the  money  on  the  southern  range  if,  in  weighing  the 
environmental  impacts,  it  is  determined  that  the  northern  range  would  be  a 
better  location  for  expansion  of  a  supersonic  flight  area. 
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Turning  to  Section  1.2  of  the  DEIS,  Mission  Requirements,  the 
Goshute  tribe  does  not  dispute  that  the  388  TFW  and  419  TFW  have  need  to 
practice  their  air-to-air  combat  exercises  in  a  realistic  atmosphere. 
Nonetheless,  the  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  Air  Force  propensity  to 
continually  expand  the  amount  of  air  space  necessary  for  such  exercises.  For 
example,  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  "F-16  Beddown  at  Hill 
AFB,  Utah,"  dated  November  16,  1977,  the  Air  Force  stated  that  the  airspace 
already  approved  for  supersonic  flight  would  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
the  F-1G  mission.  In  spite  of  such  statement,  however,  the  Air  Force  was 
contemplating  the  expansion  into  the  Gandy  range  area  by  1978.  How  can  the 
Goshutes  be  assured,  therefore,  that  just  because  the  Air  Force  may  get 
approval  for  supersonic  flight  at  5,000  feet  AGL  that  shortly  thereafter  the  Air 
Force  won't  demand  supersonic  flight  down  to  1,000  feet  AGL  in  order  to 
duplicate  "realistic  war-time  training?"  Further,  Deyond  the  Air  Force's 
assurances,  that  supersonic  flight  training  will  be  limited  to  5,000  feet  AGL, 
the  members  of  the  Goshute  tribe  have  experienced  too  many  instances  of  pilot 
"abuse"  to  not  wonder  if  the  Air  Force  can  enforce  the  5,000  feet  AGL  limit. 


( 
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II.  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

The  Goshute  Tribe  has  a  number  of  concerns  with  Section  2.1.1  of 
the  DEIS,  Proposal.  First,  the  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  that  the  DEIS 
makes  no  reference  whatsoever  to  the  proposed  Federal  Aviation 
Administration’s  action  to  make  the  airspace  over  the  Gandy  Range  a  restricted 
zone.  Second,  the  Tribe  is  concerned  that  the  DEIS  fails  to  properly  address 
the  impacts  that  will  occur  by  jets  other  than  the  F-16's  of  the  338  TFW  which 


I 
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will  use  the  Gandy  supersonic  area.  The  Air  Force  admits  that  "because  of 

their  shape  and  size,  [these]  other  aircraft  may  create  sonic  booms  of  greater 

44 

Cont.  intensity,"  DEIS  at  9,  but  refuses  to  address  the  impacts  since  the  "vast 

majority  of  the  aircraft  training  involving  supersonic  speeds  will  be  by  F-16 
aircraft."  The  Goshutes  believe  this  to  be  completely  unsatisfactory  and  would 
hope  that  the  Air  Force  will  conduct  further  studies  as  to  the  impact  of  these  |  ) 

"other  aircraft."  Third,  the  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  use  of  data  collected 
45  in  studie  of  the  F-15  when  the  chart  on  B-24  of  the  DEIS  shows  that  the  F-15 
and  F-16  put  out  different  intensities  of  sonic  boom  activity.  Finally,  the 
Tribe  is  concerned  that  the  figure  of  850  to  1,050  aircraft  going  supersonic  per 
month  does  not  properly  take  into  consideration  the  potential  use  of  the 
supersonic  range  for  special  exercises  such  as  those  discussed  on  pages  7  and 

8  of  the  DEIS.  That  is,  the  DEIS  states  that  the  1,050  figure  is  arrived  at  by 

40 

examination  of  the  needs  of  the  388  TFW,  and  does  not  take  into  consideration  g  4  0 
the  conversion  of  the  419  TFW  to  F-16  aircraft,  see  page  7,  nor  the  use  of  the 
area  by  "other  craft,"  see  preceding  sentence,  nor  "the  use  of  the  area  by 
aircraft  from  other  bases."  Because  of  this  failure,  the  Goshutes  believe  they 
have  not  been  fully  apprised  of  a  "worse  case  situation"  as  '.hey  are  entitled  to 
under  40  C.F.R.  Section  1052.22. 

Regarding  Section  2.1.2  of  the  DEIS,  Background  of  Proposed 
Supersonic  Flight  Airspace,  the  Goshute  Tribe  desires  to  express  its  belief 
that,  at  minimum,  the  Air  Force  proposal  should  not  be  adopted  until  radar 
coverage  is  complete  over  the  entire  Gandy  range  extension  so  as  to  ensure 
that  if  Air  Force  pilots  violate  the  altitude  restrictions  they  may  be  properly 
disciplined. 
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Regarding  the  different  type  of  air  combat  training  techniques  that 
will  be  utilized  set  forth  in  Section  2.1.3  of  the  DEIS,  Training  in  the  Proposed 
Supersonic  Flight  Airspace,  the  Goshute  Tribe  believes  further  study  is 
necessary  to  determine  how  sonic  booms  promulgation  is  affected  by  the  various 
training  methods.  That  is,  it  is  the  Goshute  belief  that  a  DEIS  based  upon 
data  obtained  on  aircraft  flying  in  a  level  flight  is  not  representative  of  the 
type  of  sonic  boom  promulgation  that  will  occur  over  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  area.  Specifically,  the  Goshute  Tribe  would  like  further  information  on 
the  probabilities  of  "focus"  booms  being  generated  when  there  is  more  than  one 
aircraft  participating  in  the  training  such  as  that  contemplated  in  Section 
2. 1.3. 3.  In  addition,  in  regard  to  the  Dissimilar  Air  Combat  Tactics  training, 
I  noted  in  Section  2. 1.3. 4,  the  Tribe  would  like  to  know  what  differences  in 
sonic  boom  promulgation  will  occur  with  use  of  the  F-5,  F-4,  or  A-7  aircraft 
and  whether  such  differences  have  been  taken  into  consideration  by  the  Air 
Force. 


a 
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Regarding  Section  2.1.4  of  the  DEIS,  Quantities  of  Proposed 
Training,  the  Goshute  Tribe  once  again  expresses  its  concern  that  the  number 
of  sorties  which  are  predicted  to  go  supersonic  are  too  conservative.  For 
example,  the  Air  Force  admits  that  when  the  419  TFW  changes  over  to  the  F - 1 6 
the  number  of  sonic  flights  will  increase  by  approximately  24%.  In  addition,  it 
is  of  concern  to  the  Gosluite  Tribe  that  it  is  not  known  whether  the  number  of 
sorties  per  month  is  an  average  number  per  month  for  a  year  or  whether  the 
number  will  be  the  maximum  expected  for  any  one  month.  If  the  summer 
months  will  have  greater  number  of  sorties  than  1,050  that  go  supersonic,  then 
the  impacted  people  ought  to  be  made  aware  of  such  and  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  should  examine  it. 
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In  a  similar  vein,  the  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  consistent 


50 
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use,  throughout  the  DEIS,  of  averages  spread  over  24  hours,  such  as  30  to  38 
booms  per  day,  when  in  reality  the  flight  period  will  be  much  shorter  such  as 
eight  hours.  To  the  extent,  therefore,  that  the  DEIS  uses  24  hour  averages, 
and  implies  that  the  sonic  booms  will  be  spread  over  the  same,  the  DEIS  is 
deceiving.  It  is  the  Goshute  belief  that  the  DEIS  would  have  been  better  if  it 
had  come  right  out  and  stated  what  the  flying  day  would  be  and  the  number  of 
booms  to  hit  the  ground  per  hour.  By  the  Tribe's  reckoning,  assuming  an 
eight  hour  flight  day,  at  38  sonic  booms  per  day  it  is  probable  that  the 

V 

Goshutes  could  expect  five  booms  per  hour  or  one  about  every  twelve  minutes 
and,  with  the  conversion  of  the  419  TFW  to  F-16  the  Goshutes  could  expect  a 
sonic  boom  every  nine  to  ten  minutes.  Not  only  does  the  Goshute  Tribe  believe 
this  is  totally  unacceptable  over  an  inhabited  area  but  is  concerned  that  this 
estimate  may  be  too  conservative  during  summer  months. 

Regarding  Section  2.1.5  of  the  DEIS,  Location  of  Proposed  Training, 
the  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  inclusion  of  Antelope  Valley  as  an  area 
for  supersonic  flight.  Further,  the  Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  tone  of  the 
section  which  implies  the  Air  Force  has  already  determined  to  upgrade  the 
HAMOTS  system  in  the  southern  range  without  first  adequately  examining  the 
possibility  of  upgrading  such  HAMOTS  in  another  location. 

Turning  to  the  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  set  forth  in 
Section  2.2  of  the  DEIS,  the  Goshute  Tribe  does  not  believe  the  Air  Force  has 
exercised  enough  imagination  in  determining  the  best  alternative  with  the  least 
environmental  impact.  Specifically,  while  the  Goshute  Tribe  agrees  that  F-16 
combat  pilots  should  be  totally  prepared  to  defend  the  national  interest  of  the 
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United  States,  it  does  not  believe  that  such  preparation  need  be  at  the  expense 
of  the  Goshute  people.  The  Air  Force  states,  within  its  "No  Action" 
alternative,  that  due  to  high  priority  national  research  and  development 
projects,  special  exercises,  and  F-16  air-to-ground  training  the  supersonic 
area  presently  existing  is  unable  to  accomodate  the  local  supersonic  F-16  air- 
to-air  sorties.  Nowhere  in  the  DEIS  does  the  Air  Force  discuss  the  possibility 
of  lessening  the  use  of  the  present  supersonic  area  for  such  research  and 
development  and  air-to-ground  exercises.  In  the  1977  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  dealing  with  the  beddown  of  F-16's  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  the 
Air  Force  said  the  existing  supersonic  space  would  be  sufficient.  The  Goshute 
Tribe  wonders  if  within  that  Final  £IS  the  Air  Force  discussed  the  potential 
expansion  of  non-supersonic  related  training  in  the  area.  It  seems  to  the 
Goshute  Tribe  that  the  first  alternative  that  should  be  considered  by  the  Air 
force  in  meeting  its  needs  for  further  supersonic  flight  training,  is  the  better 
utilization  of  the  current  supersonic  space  and  the  movement  from  within  that 
space  of  exercises  for  which  the  space  was  not  originally  authorized. 

As  for  the  other  areas  considered  by  the  Air  Force  for  supersonic 
flight  training,  it  is  the  Goshute  belief  that  the  Air  Force  has  been  unduly 
restricted  by  existing  boundaries  and  that  they  have  failed  to  consider  the 
possibility  of  modifying  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  MOA's  or  Restricted  Air 
Space.  For,  example,  the  Air  Force  recognizes  in  Section  2. 2. 2. 2. 2  that 
Restricted  Airspace  R-6404  meets  all  the  selection  criteria  except  size,  yet  the 
Air  Force  seems  unable  to  come  up  with  an  alternative  in  which  R-6404  would 
be  expanded  to  take  up  more  space  in  the  Lucin  MOA  west  and  north  of  R- 
6404.  The  Lucin  airspace  seem  to  have  a  population  which  is  as  sparse  as  that 
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within  the  Gandy  range  area  as  weil  as  being  closer  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base. 

The  Air  Force  see.-ns  to  reject  the  use  of  the  Lucin  MOA  based  on  a  few  ideas 

which  the  Goshutes  do  not  believe  justify  imposing  the  supersonic  flight  area 

upon  their  people.  First,  the  Air  Force  states  that  the  pilots  would  prefer  to 

have  mountains  or  mountain  ranges  for  "masking"  purposes,  yet  the  DEIS 

recognizes  that  the  optimum  geography  for  a  supersonic  area  would  be  of  a 

large  area  made  up  of  valleys.  Second,  the  Air  Force  states  that  the  area  is 

‘I  not  within  the  HUS  Arena  described  in  Section  1.1.2.,  yet  the  Air  Force 

ignores  the  fact  that  the  northern  range  appears  to  have  HAMOTS  which  can 

be  upgraded  to  handle  the  supersonic  area.  Third,  the  Air  Force  states  that 

it  has  received  "noise"  complaints  out  of  the  Lucin  MOA,  yet  ignores  that 

except  for  the  poor  communication  system  out  of  the  Gandy  Range  MOA 

numerous  complaints  would  have  been  registered.  Finally,  the  Air  Force  states 

that  the  reclassification  of  the  Lucin  airspace  would  interfere  with  commercial  ] 

airways,  yet  the  Air  Force  fails  to  adequately  balance  the  consideration  of  the 
56 

health  and  well-being  of  people  on  the  ground  vis-a-vis  the  convenience  of 
people  flying  by  means  of  the  airlines. 

The  Air  Force  recognizes  that  the  southern  portion  of  the  Lucin  area 
has  a  sparse  population,  e.g.,  the  Salt  Flats.  Why  is  it  not  possible  to 
combine  this  part  of  Lucin  with  R-6404? 

Turning  to  the  alternative  of  using  Restricted  Airspaces  R-6402  and 

>7 

R -6405,  the  Air  Force  recognizes  that  "together  these  airspaces  meet  the 
selection  criteria."  The  Air  Force  seeks  to  avoid  using  this  area,  however,  by 
stating  that  "usage  of  this  land  area  restricts  it  from  consideration  for  the 
supersonic  flight  airspace  above."  The  Goshute  Tribe  believes  that  such 
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usage  should  be  enumerated  by  the  Air  Force  inasmuch  as  it  appears  that  the 
only  reason  such  area  is  not  utilized,  as  opposed  to  the  Gandy  Range  Area,  is 
simply  because  it  would  interfer  with  other  "military"  personnel.  It  is  the 
Goshute  belief  that  the  military  should  be  the  ones  that  should  be  subjected  to 
the  sonic  booms  and  not  the  civilian  population  who  have  not  consented  to  such 
sonic  booms . 

Regarding  the  option  of  using  the  Sevier  MOA,  the  Goshute  Trioe 
believes  that  once  again  the  Air  Force  has  been  unduly  restricted  in  its 
thinking.  If  the  Air  Force  were  to  combine  Restricted  Airspaces  R-6402  and 
R6405  plus  portions  of  the  Sevier  MOA  they  would  have  ideal  iocation  for 
supersonic  flight  training  without  interfering  with  the  Goshute  way  of  life. 

Finally,  as  to  the  possibility  of  using  distant  supersonic  flight 
airspace,  the  Goshute  Tribe  recognizes  some  of  the  impracticalities  of  such  a 
proposal.  Nonetheless,  the  Goshute  Tribe  feels  it  is  ironic  that  the  Air  Force 
talks  about  the  morale  of  their  personnel  but  seems  to  ignore  the  morale  of  the 
Goshute  people  and  those  others  who,  under  the  Gandy  Range  Area,  would  os 
subjected  to  a  continuous  bombardment  of  sonic  booms.  Further,  while  tne 
Goshute  Tribe  recognizes  that  the  388  TFW  brings  a  lot  of  economic  advantages 
to  the  State  of  Utah,  they  do  not  believe  that  such  advantages  should  blind  the 
Air  Force  to  the  potential  physical  and  phychological  harm  that  can  come  to  the 
Goshute  people  if  their  proposal  is  approved.  If  no  such  potential  harn. 
exists,  however,  then  it  is  the  Goshute  belief  that  it  might  be  fairer  if  the 
I  supersonic  flight  training  took  place  over  those  metropolitan  areas  which 


receive  th3t  economic  advantages  of  Hill  A.F.D. 
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Turning  to  the  last  alternative  considered  by  th  Air  Force, 
changing  the  geographic  or  vertical  limits  of  the  proposed  sup  rsonic  flight 
airspace,  the  Goshute  Tribe  once  again  believes  that  the  United  States  Air 


Force  has  ignored  the  possibility  of  combining  different  alternatives. 
Specifically,  the  Goshute  Tribe  believes  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  given 
enough  consideration  to  the  possibility  of  expanding  the  geographical  area  for 
supersonic  flight  training  to  include  portions  of  Gandy  MOA,  Sevier  MOA,  and 

Restricted  Airspaces  R-6402  and  R-6405,  with  a  flight  restriction  over  and 

4 

around  the  Goshute  Reservation,  including  that  portion  of  the  Goshute 
Reservation  just  south  of  Ibapah,  Utah  (which  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  place 
ori  any  of  their  maps  in  the  DEiS).  While  this  would  preclude  the  use  of 
Antelope  Valley  for  supersonic  flight,  it  is  the  Goshute  belief  that  the  use  of 
other  MOA's  and  restricted  airspace  to  the  north,  south  and  east  of  the 
reservation  would  more  than  make  up  for  this  loss.  In  addition,  the  Goshute 
Tribe  believes  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  adequately  addressed  the  need  to 
have  a  vertical  minimum  altitude  of  5,000  feet  AGL.  The  Air  Force  states 
throughout  the  DEIS  that  most  sonic  booms  will  be  created  at  about  15,000  feet 
AGL.  It  is  the  Tribe's  belief  that  the  need  for  a  10,000  foot  buffer  below 
15,000  feet  AGL  is  never  adequately  explained.  This  is  especially  true  in  light 
of  repeated  statements  by  the  Air  Force  at  town  meetings  that  as  the  jets 
intercept  and  start  turning  and  diving  their  speed  drops  off  rapidly,  thereby 
giving  the  impression  that  once  the  supersonic  effects  are  felt  at  15,000  feet 
AGL,  and  the  planes  descend  toward  5,000  feet  AGL,  sonic-  booms  will  not  be 
created.  Is  this  correct  or  not? 
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III.  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

In  regard  to  Section  3  of  the  DEIS,  the  Goshute  Tribe  believes  that 
the  description  of  the  affected  environment  is  fairly  accurate.  The  Tribe  is 
concerned,  however,  with  the  fact  that  at  no  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the 

60  DEIS  did  the  Air  Force  contact  the  Tribe  for  any  information  such  as 

population,  economy,  culture,  land  use,  etc.  Further,  the  Tribe  believes  that 
the  failure  of  the  Air  Force  to  involve  the  Goshute  Tribe  in  the  "scoping" 
aspect  of  the  environmental  analysis  was  in  violation  of  Federal  Regulation. 
See  40  C.F.R.  Section  1501.7(a).  The  Tribe  is  also  concerned  that  the  Air 

^  Force,  while  recognizing  that  approximately  150  members  of  the  Tribe  live  on 

the  Reservation,  has  failed  to  address  what  effects  will  be  experienced  by 
those  other  200  members  of  the  Goshute  Tribe  who  do  not  presently  live  on  the 

I  Reservation  but  who  call  the  Reservation  their  land.  Finally,  the  Goshute 
Tribe  is  concerned  with  the  Air  Force  failure  to  properly  recognize  that  the 
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main  environmental  asset  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  is  its  beauty  and 
serenity,  which  serenity  will  be  shattered  if  the  Air  Force  proposal  is 
approved.  The  impact  of  the  Air  Force  proposal  on  the  Goshute's  quality  of 
life  is  never  adequately  examined. 


61,63 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

With  regard  to  Section  4.1.1.  of  the  DEIS,  Air  Quality,  the  Goshute 
Tribe  is  concerned  about  the  approximately  nine  hundred  tons  of  pollutants 
that  will  be  emitted  over  the  Gandy  Range  Area.  As  the  DEIS  recognizes,  the 
airspace  over  the  Goshute  Reservation  is  "better  than  national  standards"  and 
the  Goshute  Tribe  does  not  see  why  the  Air  Force  has  to  lower  that  air  quality 
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to  meet  such  standard.  Further,  in  regard  to  this  section,  the  Goshutes 
believe  that  the  Air  Force  should  seriously  consider  a  variable  minimum  altitude 
for  supersonic  flight  training  so  that  it  remains  above  the  areas  "mean  annual 
mixing  height"  at  any  point  in  time.  That  is,  that  the  minimum  altitude  for 
supersonic  flight  be  raised  during  the  afternoon  so  that  it  is  above  8,000  feet 
AGL. 


63 


64 


Turning  to  the  main  Environmental  Impact  of  the  Air  Force  proposal, 
noise,  the  Goshute  Tribe  firmly  believes  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  given 
adequate  consideration  to  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  continuous  sonic 
boom  activity  on  humans,  animals,  structures,  etc.  For  example,  the  Air 
Force  reliance  upon  the  study  done  over  Oklahoma  City  is  completely 
unfounded.  For  one  thing  the  Oklahoma  City  test  only  involved  eight  sonic 
booms  per  day  for  a  six  month  period  whereas  the  Air  Force  proposal  would 
subject  the  Goshutes  to  eight  to  ten  sonic  booms  per  hour  over  a  period  in 
excess  of  six  months.  In  addition,  based  upon  some  of  the  litigation  that  arose 
out  of  Oklahoma  City  test,  the  aircraft  flying  at  that  time  were  at  altitudes  of 
approximately  eight  miles,  a  far  cry  from  5,000  feet  AGL.  Bennett  v.  United 
States,  266  F.Supp.  627  (W.D.  Okla.  19653.  Even  the  Air  Force  recognizes 
that  the  Tonopah  test  does  not  adequately  examine  the  potential  effects  of  a  | 
noise  exposure  that  is  "too  long  or  repeated  too  often.”  DEIS  at  40.  Further, 
the  Air  Force  statement  that  other  "tests  at  lesser  overpressure  have  reported 
the  sonic  booms  do  not  cause  permanent  direct  injury  to  people"  immediately 
raises  the  question  of  what  non-permanent  or  indirect  injuries  have  been 
documented  and  what  are  the  possibilities  of  such  injuries  occurring  upon  the 
Goshute  Reservation. 
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Before  commenting  further  on  the  impact  of  noise  due  to  the  Air 
Force  proposal,  a  few  comments  may  be  appropriate  as  to  the  overpressures 
which  will  be  produced  as  a  result  of  the  sonic  boom  effect.  One  concern  the 
Goshute  Tribe  has  in  regard  to  the  overpressure  data  used  in  the  DEIS  is  the 
fear  that  the  studies  used  to  arrive  at  the  figures  given  are  of  jets  traveling  at 
"steady  rectilinear  flight."  Throughout  the  DEIS,  however,  the  Air  Force  has 
stated  that  the  supersonic  airspace  is  needed  to  simulate  war-type  conditions. 


Consequently,  the  Goshute  Tribe  has  concerns  that  any  studies  based  upon  j 
steady  rectilinear  flight  are  not  appropriate  for  the  Gandy  Range  situation  and 
further  study  ought  to  be  conducted  as  to  the  sonic  boom  effects  of  aircraft 
pursuing  "dog  fight'  flight  patterns.  The  Goshute  Tribe  would  especially  be 
interested  in  further  study  being  undertaken  as  to  the  possibility  of  "focus" 
booms  being  generated  when  two  or  more  aircraft  are  intercepting  each  other 
or  performing  other  maneuvers  similiar  to  that  contemplated  for  the  proposed 
supersonic  airspace.  The  DEIS  states  that  a  focus  boom  can  be  two  to  five 
times  as  intense  as  the  nominal  overpressure  produced  by  a  regular  sonic 
boom,  DEIS  at  39;  and  as  such,  the  effects  and  probabilities  of  focus  booms 
being  caused  by  simulated  wartime  training  is  a  subject  that  must  be  studied 
further  before  the  Air  Force  proposal  can  even  be  contemplated  as  viable. 


65 


Another  concern  the  Tribe  lias,  in  regard  to  the  overpressures 
resulting  from  sonic  boom  activity,  is  the  statement  on  page  40  of  the  DEIS  that 
"tests  conducted  in  both  the  United  States  and  in  Canada  have  demonstrated 
that  a  4  psf  sonic  boom  is  considered  annoying  to  most  people."  The  Air  Force 
admits  that  at  5,000  feet  AGL  a  F-16  traveling  at  Mach  1.1  would  create  an 
overpressure  of  6.36  psf.  Further,  at  Mach  1.3  the  overpressure  will  be  7.48 
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psf.  While  the  Goshute  Tribe  does  not  doubt  the  Air  Force  belief  that 
"overpressures  ranging  from  50  psf  to  144  psf  do  not  cause  injury  to  people," 
DEIS  at  39,  the  Tribe  does  not  believe  the  studies  are  relevant  to  the  present 
proposal  which  is  more  akin  to  the  "water  torture"  technique  than  a  plunge  in  a 
lake. 
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Returning  to  the  potential  "noise  pollution"  of  the  Air  Force 
proposal,  the  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  with  a  number  of  items.  First,  the 
Tribe  is  concerned  that  the  Air  Force  averages  the  noise  level  over  a  24-hour 
period  when,  in  fact,  the  flight  day  will  be  a  period  of  shorter  duration.  For 
example,  the  Tribe  believes  it  is  deceiving  to  state  that  the  C-weighted  day- 
night  average  sound  level  for  the  north  and  middle  ellipses  will  be  59.8 

decibles,  a  level  where  about  12%  of  the  population  will  be  highly  annoyed, 
when  in  reality  the  sound  level  v/ill  be  much  higher  for  the  flight  day.  How 
many  people  will  be  highly  annoyed  at  the  sound  levels  expected  when  the  level 
is  not  averaged  over  a  24-hour  period  but  is  instead  averaged  over,  say,  an  8- 
hour  period?  (The  Goshute  has  some  indication  of  what,  the  sound  level  will  be 
like  from  the  DEIS  appendix  at  B-26  that  states  that  at  15,000  feet  AGL  an  F-1G 
traveling  at  mach  1.1  will  produce  a  decible  level  of  109.2.)  The  Goshute's 
second  concern  with  the  "noise  pollution"  produced  is  that  the  Air  Force 
continues  to  use  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
determination  that  a  day-night  average  sound  level  below  65  decibles  is 

acceptable  for  residents!  purposes  when,  it  is  the  Goshute  belief,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  determination  of  55  decibles  should  be  used. 
The  Goshute's  third  concern  is  that  even  when  using  the  Air  Force's  24-hour 

average  sound  level  technique,  the  level  of  sound  approved  by  HUD  will  be 
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violated  by  at  least  5  to  7  decibles  when  the  F-16  is  traveling  at  5,000  feet  AGL  j 
at  rnach  1.3.  The  Air  Force  would  seek  to  downplay  this  result  by  stating  that  ■ 

f 

"this  scenario  is  unrealistically  exaggerated,"  but  if  it  is  so  unrealistic  why 
cannot  the  Air  Force  agree  to  a  raising  of  the  minimum  altitude  at  which  the 
supersonic  flight  will  occur?  The  Goshute's  fourth  concern  with  the  noise 
pollution  is  the  statement  at  page  45  of  the  DEIS  that  "some  experiments  have 
shown  a  tendency  for  sonic  boom  exposure  to  degrade  the  performance  of 

I  certain  visual,  steering,  and  tracking  tasks."  What  were  those  experiments 
and  the  results?  The  Goshute  s  fifth  concern  is  that  the  DEIS  is  completely 
silent  as  to  the  affect  of  sonic  boom  activity  on  children  and  especially  upon 
the  children  participating  in  the  public  school  at  Ibapah,  Utah.  Finally,  the 
Goshute  Tribe  desires  to  express  its  belief  that  the  inhabitants  of  this 
"sparsely  populated"  land  are  less  tolerant  of  sonic  booms  than  their  neighbors 
4  in  the  metropolitan  areas.  While  the  so  called  city  dweller  may  have  consented 
to  have  his  ears  assailed  by  unnatural  noise,  the  Goshute  people  treasure  and 
prize  the  peace  and  quiet  of  their  reservation.  Consequently,  they  will  be  less 
tolerant  of  the  sonic  booms  and  this  should  be  given  due  consideration  by  the 


Air  Force. 


Regarding  Section  4. 1.2. 2. 2.  of  the  DEIS,  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on 
Animals,  the  Goshute  Tribe  wishes  to  express  its  concern  that  the  Air  Force 
not  ignore  the  need  for  more  studies  in  this  area.  The  Air  Force  admits  that 
"questions  on  long  term  protracted  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  remain  to 
be  studied.”  As  for  the  effects  on  domestic  animals,  the  Goshute  Tribe  1 
believes  that  the  limited  studies  of  the  nature  relied  upon  by  the  Air  Force  are  1  $9 
totally  inadequate  and  further  study  needs  to  be  undertaken.  In  this  regard,  1 
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gg  I  a  question  that  needs  to  be  addressed  and  answered  by  the  Air  Force  is  wnat 
Cont.  |  fur-thep  study  will  take  place  and  who  will  pay  for  such  study? 

Regarding  Section  4. 1.2. 2. 3,  Sonic  Booms  Effects  on  Structures,  the 
Goshute  Tribe  believes  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  taken  into  proper 

consideration  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  structures  similar  to  that  upon  the 

7 

Goshute  Reservation.  Similarly,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  consider  the 
effects  of  broken  glass,  i.e.,  windows,  on  the  Goshute  people  during  times  of 
winter  when,  due  to  limited  phone  lines,  it  may  be  some  time  before  the  Air 
Force  could  replace  such  windows. 

Regarding  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  terrain  and  seismic  activity. 
Section  4. 1.2. 2. 4,  the  Goshute  Tribe  desires  to  express  its  concern  that 

further  study  ought  to  be  undertaken  before  such  risks  are  incurred.  In  this 

69 

regard,  the  fact  that  avalanches  did  not  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Air  Force  test 
set  forth  on  pages  49-30  of  the  DEIS  does  not  mean  that  it  is  a  danger  that  can 
be  ignored. 

Regarding  Section  4. 1.2. 2. 5,  Sonic  Boom  Calculations,  the  Goshute's 
only  comment  is  that  the  section  implies  that  the  impact  figures  used 
47  throughout  the  DEIS  are  based  upon  aircraft  "in  level  flight  or  in  moderate 
climbing  or  descending  flight  paths."  As  earlier  noted,  the  Goshute  Tribe 
does  not  believe  this  is  an  accurate  reflection  of  simulated  combat  training  and 
further  study  needs  to  be  undertaken. 

Regarding  Section  4.1.5,  Impact  on  Air  Traffic,  the  Goshute  Tribe 

70  feels  that  the  United  States  Air  Force  has  failed  to  meet  its  responsibility 
under  the  environmental  laws  and  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  by  failure  to  note  in  the  DEIS  the  possibility  of  potential  action  by 
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the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  make  the  airspace  over  the  Goshute  | 
Reservation  restricted.  As  noted  by  the  Air  Force  at  the  meeting  of  the  Utah 
Air  Travel  Commission  on  December  7,  1983,  it  was  the  Air  Force  who 
suggested  the  change  of  airspace  to  a  restricted  status,  though  the  FAA  had 
been  the  agency  to  initially  raise  the  possibility  of  reclassifying  the  airspace 
over  portions  of  the  UTTR.  Even  if  the  airspace  is  not  reclassified  as 
restricted,  however,  the  Goshute  Tribe  desires  to  express  its  concern  that  the 
Air  Force  has  failed  to  take  into  consideration  the  airstrip  located  just  south  of 
Ibapah  by  the  Tribai  Hall.  This  airstrip  is  a  vital  link  to  the  reservation  for 
proper  medical  care  and  transportation. 

With  regard  to  the  remaining  of  the  DEIS  the  Goshute  Tribe 
expresses  the  following  comments:  First,  while  the  Goshute  Tribe  does  not 
desire  to  see  any  accidents  occur  involving  F-16  aircraft,  experience  has 
taught  that  such  accidents  do  occur  and  the  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  with 
the  potential  increase  in  accidents  with  the  expansion  of  air-to-air  sorties  over 
the  Gandy  Range  Area.  Second,  the  Goshute  Tribe  does  not  believe  the  Air 
Force  is  correct  when  it  states  on  page  55  of  the  DEIS  that  there  "is  no  clear 
cut  environmental  advantage  (less  populace  areas)  to  the  alternate  sites  within 
the  UTTR  and  in  most  cases,  they  involve  operational  disadvantages."  As 
noted  earlier  in  these  comments,  the  Goshute  Tribe  believes  that  the  Air  Force 
has  been  unduly  restrictive  in  its  analysis  in  failing  to  reexamin  the  existing 
boundaries  of  the  MOA's  and  Restricted  Airspace  that  make  up  the  UTTR. 
Third,  the  Goshute  Tribe  questions  the  1980  study  enumerated  in  Section  4.4.  j 
of  the  DEIS.  This  study,  which  concluded  that  there  would  be  no  adverse 
effects  on  land  values  and  recreational  opportunities  under  the  proposed 
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supersonic  flight  area  was  undertaken  by  a  contractor  working  for  the  Air 
Force  who  was  probably  desirous  of  obtaining  results  favorable  to  his 

employer.  In  addition,  without  further  information  as  to  the  level  of 

supersonic  flight  in  the  studied  MOA's  it  is  questionable  if  the  study  has  any 
validity  for  the  present  proposal.  The  Goshute  Tribe  also  resents  the 

statement  at  page  61  of  the  DEIS  that  there  "appears  to  be  little  indication  that 

there  are  any  significant  plans  for  the  future  development  of  the  land  area 
beneath  the  proposed  airspace."  The  Business  Council  of  the  Confederated 
Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  has  always  been  interested  in  the  future 
development  of  the  reservation  and  affirmatively  states  that  if  the  Air  Force 
had  followed  the  proper  federal  regulations  and  had  involved  the  Goshute  Tribe 
in  the  "scoping  process"  the  statement  would  not  have  been  made  within  the 
DEIS.  Finally,  the  Goshute  Tribe  would  like  to  express  its  concern  with  the 
Air  Force's  failure  to  analyze  their  proposal  in  the  light  of  Goshute  culture  and 
belief.  Unlike  the  Anglo  community,  which  is  a  relative  newcomer  to  the  area, 
the  Goshutes  have  possessed  the  land  from  time  immemorial  and  as  a  sovereign 
people  resent  the  encroachment  upon  their  land  and  their  airspace  by  the  Air 
Force. 
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RESOLUTION  OF  THE  BUSINESS  COUNCIL 
OF  THE 

CONFEDERATED  TRIBES  OF  THE  GOSHUTE  RESERVATION 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Business  Council  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the 

Goshute  Reservation  that: 

WHEREAS,  The  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  is 

organized  under  the  provisions  of  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act 
of  June  18,  1934,  to  promote  the  common  welfare  of  the  members 
of  the  tribes  and  in  order  to  preserve  the  advantages  of  self- 
government,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Goshute  Business  Council  is  the  governing  body  of  the 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Air  Force  has  proposed  to  include  the  Goshute 
Reservation  within  a  Supersonic  Flight  Operations  Area,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Air  Force  has  admitted  that  if  its  proposal  is  adopted 

between  100  to  125  sonic  booms  will  be  generated  in  a  flying  day 
and  that  a  sonic  boom  could  hit  the  ground  approximately  every 
13  minutes,  and 

WHEREAS,  It  appears  that  the  Air  Force  estimates  are  conservative  and  that 
the  number  of  sonic  booms  generated  may  be  greater  than  that 
estimated,  and 

Medical  evidence  exists  that  support  the  theory  that  sonic  booms 
can  cause  physical  and  psychological  harm  to  humans,  and 

WHEREAS,  Sonic  booms  are  known  to  cause  property  damage,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  adoption  of  the  Air  Force  proposal  will  destroy  the  beautiful 
and  serene  environment  of  the  Goshute  Reservation,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  adoption  of  the  Air  Force  proposal  would  cause  a  major 
diminution  in  the  value  of  the  Goshute  Reservation,  and 

WHEREAS,  A  continuing  bombardment  of  sonic  booms  on  the  reservation  will 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  children  of  the  Confederated 
Tribes  and  will  interfere  with  their  schooling,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  inadequate  in  a 
number  of  respects  and  deceiving  in  other  respects,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  past  harassing  behavior  of  Air  Force  pilots  has 
demonstrated  that  they  will  not  observe  altitude  restrictions, 
and 
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!  WHEREAS,  The  proposed  action,  if  approved,  would  greatly  affect  the 

limited  access  now  existing  for  aviation  to  and  from  the 
reservation,  and 

WHEREAS,  Other  viable  alternatives  are  available  to  the  Air  Force  to 

accomplish  its  mission  without  interfering  with  the  rights  of  the 
Goshute  people,  and 

.  I  WHEREAS,  The  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  has  never 

^  I  surrendered  its  sovereign  power  over  the  airspace  above  the 

|  reservation  and  has  received  no  compensation  therefor,  and 

qI  WHEREAS,  The  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  has  never!  jq 

I  consented  to  the  use  of  its  air  space  by  the  Air  Force.  | 

NOW  THEREFORE  3E  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Confederated  'l  ribes  of  the  Goshute 
Reservation  is  officially  opposed  to  the  Air  Force  proposal  to  include  the 
Goshute  Reservation  within  a  Supersonic  Flight  Area,  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Goshute  Business  Council  hereby 
authorizes  the  Chairman  of  the  Business  Council  to  actively  represent  the  Tribe 
in  joining  other  groups  or  individuals  in  protest  of  the  proposed  Air  Force 
action  and  to  take  whatever  action  is  necessary  including  but  not  limited  to,  the 
directing  of  tribal  counsel  to  oppose  the  proposed  action. 


CERTIFICATION 

It  is  hereby  certified  that  the  foregoing  resolution  of  the  Goshute  Business 
Council  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  composed  of  five 
members,  of  whom  ^  constituting  a  quorum  were  present  at  a  meeting  held 

on  the  29th  day  of  November _ ,  19  8}  and  that  the  foregoing  RESOLUTION, 

was  adopted  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  i)  for  and  _0 against,  pursuant  to 

the  authority  contained  in  the  Constitution  and  By-Laws  of  the  Confederated 
Tribes  of  The  Goshute  Reservation. 


Council  Secretary  7  // 

CONFEDERATE  TRIBES  OF  THE  GOSHUTE 


RESERVATION 
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Sonic  Boom  1983 


The  Indian  People  hold  a  deep  reverence  for  all  that  surrounds  them, 
and  living  in  balance  with  nature  is  a  part  of  this. 

We  try  not  to  interfere  with  the  natural  way  of  life,  or  with  the 
lives  of  others,  as  the  Sonic  Boom  is  doing  to  us. 

There  is  no  noise  that  compares  with  that  of  the  Sonic  Boom,  only 
that  of  the  Rolling  Thunder,  which  we  know  comes  with  the  rain.  This 
we  know  brings  us  something  to  help  nature,  where  the  Sonic  Boom  brings 
us  nothing.  Our  living  depends  upon  the  deer  and  rabbit  we  take  for 
food,  as  we  have  done  in  the  traditional  past.  The  noise  of  the  Sonic 
Boom  frightens  them,  as  it  does  every  living  thing. 

The  Sonic  Boom  is  interfering  with  those  that  are  yet  unborn,  the 
education  of  our  children,  the  young  and  old  people,  those  who  fly 
in  and  out  to  help  us,  and  at  last  the  animals  and  birds  who  has  a  right 
to  live  peacefully,  although  they  have  no  voice  you  seem  to  think. 

The  Goshute  Indians  are  a  Sovereign  Nation,  they  have  a  right  to  protest 
this  proposal,  as  a  individual,  and  together  as  a  tribe,  each  living 
in  balance  with  all  that  surrounds  them. 

Truly,  the  Sonic  Boom  is  not  in  balance  with  nature. 

Written  by  Vyrie  H.  Murphy,  December  9th,  1983 
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^  Shoshone  Joint  Housing  Authority 

ZZ21 - i  P.O.  Box  1199  -  Ely,  Nevada  89301  -  Telephone  (702) 

December  1,  1983 


HeadQuarters 

AFLC-DEFV 

Wright  Patterson, 

Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 


45433 


Dear  Sirs; 

The  Shoshone  Joint  Housing  Authority  in  conjunction  with  our  siy.  Board 
of  Commissioners  hereby  submit  our  opposition  to  the  Air  Force's  plan  to 
extend  its  supersonic  flight  airspace  over  the  Nevada/Utah  border.  This 
would  adversely  affect  our  development  of  14  units  of  housing  to  be  built 
on  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation  in  the  Spring  of  84 .  The  homes  to  be 
built  at  Goshute  will  be  pre-fab  modular  homes.  The  units  will  be  brought 
to  Goshute  in  two  halves  and  assembled  at  the  sites.  The  sonic  booms  from 
a  jet  flying  at  5,000  feet  could  be  harmful  to  the  homes  and  the  foundations  | 
of  concrete  that  easily  crack  when  it  is  fresh,  or  old. 

The  Goshutes  Reservation  will  be  swallowed  up  by  the  supersonic  flight  1 
airspace  proposed  by  the  Air  Force.  The  Goshute  Indians  have  limited  in¬ 
dustry  now,  and  will  have  an  even  harder  time  attracting  new  industry  with  3  v 

up  to  "38  sonic-booms"  per  day.  These  booms  will  also  have  an  adverse  effect 
071  their  livestock,  and  hamper  their  limited  means  of  providing  for  their  own 
families  and  elderly  tribal  members. 

We  ask  you  to  reconsider  the  plight  of  the  Goshute  Indians  without  having 
to  deal  with  sonic  booms  approximately  three  to  four  times  per  hour ,  and  re¬ 
locate  your  airspace  to  an  unpopulated  area. 

Your  confederation  and  cooperation  in  this  matter  will  truly  be  appreciated  ! 


Sincerely , 
Rick  Trevena, 


Director 


cc:  Board  of  Commissioners 
Senator  Laxalt 
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Comments  on  tne  Draft  Environment ^1  Impact  statement  (hr  In)  on  the 

k 3t a oli ailment  of  tne  G-uaay  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  nestric 
air.3pace  an  irea  for  .;uperoonic  Flight  IT -inin£ . 

Submitted  by:  hao  ted  Phyllis  Baienun 
hyle  and  Fiance  kiteraan 
The  Parrish  Ranch 

For  presentation  at  puDlic  he-ring  at  Tribal  Hall,  4ff ill  :ted 
Tribes  of  the  Goanute  Inal. an  heserv itlon,  Ibapah,  (it  .h 
29  Nov  l^d3 

Ii\ITI.-»L  -il  .'ic;<t..T:  Ve,  the  above  named  ranch  owners  _a,d  Ibapah 

(Deep  CreeK  Valley)  residents  of  long  standing  want  it  /tnown 
••■e  strongly  and  aosolutely  oppose  the  air  Force,  proposal  to 
increase  restricted  airspace  along  tne  Utah-Nevsaa  border  lor 
supersonic  flights  and  trjining  space  ror  r-lo  lighter  planes 
of  the  3o-ith  Tactical  Fighter  Ving  of  Hill  air  Force  Rase  :nri 
other  supersonic  jets.  The  airspace  being  sougnt  for  expansion 
of  supersonic  flight  -nd  »Ir-to-_ir  combat  training  overlies 
western  portions  of  Tooele,  Jusd  and  .Vill  ira  Counties  in  lit -h 
and  eastern  portions  of  EIko  and  Vhlte  ‘-ine  Counties  in  Nevada 
This  co::. pie  tely  taacs  in  the  Ibapah  ranching  district,  its 
grazing  properties,  tne  Goshute  Indian  heserv -tion,  ana  tne 
proposed  Deep  CreeK  Mountain  wilderness  area.  Our  r  .no.hes  -ns 
otrer  properties  in  the  Ibapah  Valley  are  incluata  in  the 
preposea  restricted  area  along  with  tv.enty-f  ive  neighboring 
ranches  -nd  atleast  twenty  additional  homes. 

jpOPULfilvaN  OF  IbaPnH:  Within  the  bounds  rie  s -of  Ibapah  we  have 

Iceople  living  in  close  proximity  ana  a  total  of  350  pL oule 

living  within  the  proposed  area.  The  Dr  if tF Environmental  Impact 
1  Statement  (DEI3)  fails  to  recof nize  that  tne  reople  01  lb  .can 

live  in  a  closely  populated  area,  not  sparsely  settled  as  stated 
“e  need  to  be  recognized  and  t -Ken  into  consist  ration  on  this 
proposal  a3  >.e  are  the  ones  wno  v.ill  oe  adversely  affected. 

THE  SaFETY  krD  v>ELFk.SE:  of  the  people  of  Ibap  th  hasiabr  cn  of  little 
concern  to  the  milit-ry.  Ve  ire  law  abiding  citizens  of  tnese 
Our  United  states  and  we  demand  consideration.  The  air  Force 
has  little  respect  for  established  boundaries  and  little  concern 
for  Ibapah  residents.  Low  flying  jets  arc  hazardous  and  sonic 
booms  do  destroy.  Low  flying  jets  means  wuen  you  can  near  the 
metal  clang  above  the  jets  roar,  see  tne  flash  of  identification 
numbers  bene  hh  the  plane,  see  the  tree  tops  uoove.  the  low  flyir, 
jet,  hear  the  loud  roar  light  amove  you  as  vou  drive  your  auto- 
noolie  down  the  road  and  you  automatic  illy  ducK  or  sometimes  run 
out  of  the  road,  practically  fall  off  your  tractor  or  horse  an 
they  fly  directly  above  you,  or  fly  just  a  ove  you  over  the 
brinK  oi  a  hill,  etc.  The  fighter  pilots  seem  to  use  our  ranch 
houses  md  buildings,  the  valley  residents  tnemselves,  cr.d  our 
livestocK  for  experiment  ,1  runs  of  realistic  gunnery  practice 
and- supersonic  attucKs.  instead  of  being  ’’shell  snocKed1,  we 
•will  be  "jet  shoCKed"  from  Intensified  jet  action. 
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THE  NOIRE  A3  WELL  Ah  THE  CoNCUSEiON:  of  the  super  sonic  booms  will 
annoy  area  people  about  100%  ruthar  than  the  statement  of  the 
DEIS  that  only  1£%  of  the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be 
‘'highly  annoyed.”  All  the  Ibapah  residents  are  strongly  against 
this  proposal  as  we  have  already  experienced  damaging  and 
explosive  sonic  booms  and  frightening  roars  of  unexpected,  low 
3,6,  flying  Jets.  In  the  hands  of  youthful  pilots  these  Jet3  are  an 
Instrument  of  scare  and  frightening  tactics  for  the  puroose  of 
31  amusement  In  their  behalf  because  of  our  startled  reactions. 

With -the.  intensifying  of  training  flights  and  the  predicted 
1050  monthly  sonic  booms  from  F-16  Fighter  wartime  tactics,  we 
will  be  blasted  out  of  existence.  If  noise  from  low  flying  jets 
and  sonic  booms  are  not  detrimental,  wl\  do  babies  cringe  and 
cling  to  their  mothers  at  the  sound  of  a  jet?  V.hy  do  unborn 
babies  quiver  and  jump  within  the  mother  at  jet  approach?  Why 
do  people  Jump/ and  watch  In  angered  anticipation  as  they  watch 
for  the  jet's  return  or  the  second  Jet?  Why  do  grazing  cattle 
stampede^  to  the  closest  fence  at  the  noise  of  a  sonic  boom? 

Eum an ££ an3* animals  alike  become  unnerved  and  can  no  longer  funct¬ 
ion  properly  because  of  the  loud,  booming  concussion  of  the 
unexpected  sonic  boom  or  the  roar  of  a  low  flying  Jet.  No,  we 
can  never  adjust  to  the  noise  of  the  3onic  booms  or  the  lew 
flying  Jets. 

PROPERTY  DaMadE:  already  ha3  been  experienced  by  valley  residents 
with,  broken  windows,  cracked  walls  of  home3  and  buildlr.gs 
including  those  of  the  school  house,  broken  and  falling  tile  and 
3  3  plaster,  walls  crumbling  and  foundations  cracked.  With  these 
unstable  conditions  the  value  of  our  properties  will  drop  to 
nothing.  With  th±3  airspace  expansion  the  high  density  of  air¬ 
craft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  populated  area  puts  our 
lives,  our  livelihood,  and’  value  of  our  properties  in  jeopardy. 


IN  CONCLUSION:  we  have  3hown  some  of  the  adverse  effects  this  proposed 
training  area  would  have  on  all  Ibapah  residents:  the  ranchers 
and  their  families,  the  Goshute  Indians,  our  livestock  and  our 
homes.  Our  valley  will  no.  longer  be  a  "valley  of  production'1 

but  a  "valley  of  destruction”.  If  this  proposal  takes  effect. 

s 

RECOMAJENfUTION:  to  have  the  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  the 

restricted  training ^dfnei  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed 
training  area.  The  military  should  consider  alternatives  to 
3  4  the  proposed  action  rather  then  subject  people  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Valley,  their  properties  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  urea,  and  the 
bordering  Nevada  west  hills  to  the  devastating  effect  of  air-to-ai: 
supersonic  combat  training  by  the  Hill  Air  Force  Base  F-16  fightei 
planes. 


Ibapah,  Utah 
Decemoer  t),  1933 


Host  Honorable  Governor  dcott  Katheaon 
Utah  State  Capital  Building 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utj.h 

Dear  Governor  Hatheson: 

Ve  recently  attended  the  hearing  on  November  29,  1933  at  the 
Goshute  Tribal  Center  at  Ibapah,  Utah  held  by  Hill  Air  Force  Base 
.  .■  -erning  the  proposed  supersonic  expansion  area  over  the  Utah/Nevada 
colder.  V.e  expressed  cur  opposition  there  and  remain  very  much 
opposed  to  the  proposed  expansion  and  lowering  of  super  sonic  flight 
altitudes  for  the  military  training  in  our  area.  Lawyer,  John  Paul 
Kennedy,  representing  the  Goshute  Indian  tribe  asxed  for  the  raising 
of  hands  of  those  opposing  the  super  sonic  booms  along  with  the  air¬ 
space  expansion  proposal  for  the  use  of  the  F-16  super  sonic  fighter 
planes.  Opposition  shown  was  unanimous  and  no  hands  were  raised  in 
favor  or  undecided  pertaining  to  this  issue.  as  (Deep  Creek)  Ibapah 
Valley  residents,  numbering  about  200,  we  discussed  and  made  statements 
against  this  proposal  and  feel  this  should  be  brought  to  your  attention. 
Hill  Air  Force  Base  taped  ail  the  comments  given  at  the  November  29th 
hearing  to  be  used  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

V.e  feel  the  education  of  our  children  will  be  limited  and  inter¬ 
rupted  as  super  sonic  booms  and  low  flights  occur  with  resultant  loss 
of  power  of  concentration  during  study.  It  was  pointed  out  that 
7 , training  flights  will  occur  during  school  hours.  Our  brick  school 

building  already  has  had  plaster  fall  from  between  the  bricK3,  cracked 
8  0wq  la,  and  ceiling  tile  knoctced  to  the  floor  all  because  of  sonic  booms . 
The  school  house  hag  sixteen  4'X4'  windows  with  smaller  ones  i**  uetween 
with  our  twenty -two  school  children  seated  beneath  them  as  they  study 
when  school  is  in  session.  It  would  take  only  one  low  sonic  boom  from 
a  jet  traveling  from  North  to  South  to  shatter  the  windov/s,  covering 
the  children  with  glass  and,  who  knov/s,  the  resultant  injuries  that 
could  occur,  possibly  even  death. 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  fly  up  to  1,050  supersonic  missions  per 
month  in  the  airspace  under  consideration  producing  100  to  125  sonic 
booms  per  day.  Only  30  percent  of  these  100  to  125  sonic  booms  supposed¬ 
ly  will  reach  the  ground,  but  realistically,  the  pilots  do  not  stay 
within  their  limits  and  many  more  than  stated  will  be  experienced.  The 
proposed  low  of  5000  feet  above  ground  level  has  already  been  exceeded 
with  flight  at  much  less  with  resultant  damage  experienced  by  ranchers 
and  home  owners  with  their  windows  being  bronen,  walls  mdved,  falling 
wall  articles,  wall  cracks,  foundation  cracks  and  other  structural 
damage  besides  being  frightened  beyond  measure. 

The  bus  driver  has  been  closely  "buzzed"  and  startled  by  low  fly¬ 
ing  jet3,  in  all  probability  losing  control  for  atleast  an  instant, 
jeopardizing  his  life  along  with  the  twenty  students  riding  the  bus 
whose  lives  he  is  responsible  for.  The  lives  of  the  children  and  the 
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cri vor  are  endangered  as  the  military  plays  their  gomes  using  them 
as  a  target.  Vhy  are  our  lives  and  well  ore  so  meaningless  to  the 
military?  v,;ho  guarantees  that  the  jets  will  stay  5000  feet  above 
q  ground  level?  Lawyer  John  Paul  Kennedy  asaed  the  Air  Force  for  a 
sonic  boom  demonstration  at  5000feet  above  ground  level  to  take  place 
curing  the  hearing  at  the  Goshute  Tribal  Center  November  ki9th  above 
the  Goshute  Tribal  Center.  The  military  declined  the  request  of  a 
sonic  boom  at  5000  feet,  but  gave  it  at  15,000  feet--why?  Even  at 
15,000  feet  the  sonic  boom  mnocKed  one  fluorescent  light  to  the  floor 
and  glass  fell  out  of  a  window  in  the  room  where  the  hearing  was 
tauirg  place,  at  the  Goshute  Tribal  Center. 

Why  do  we  as  free  Americans  and  residents  of  Utah  have  to  be 
subjected  to  the  slow  deterioration  of  our  homes,  our  health  and 
other  hazardous  effects  of  these  subsonic  and  supersonic  jets?  Some 
of  our  homes  which  are  from  100  years  old  to  some  comparatively  new  / 

will  not  withstand  the  100  to  125  sonic  booms  per  day  any  better  than 
human  beings  and  animals  can.  There  is  no  way  we  can  get  used  to 
these  sonic  booms.  Who  will  rectify  for  the  damage  suffered  by  our 
2f our  residents  who  have  sevier  heart  problems,  together  with  the  elderly 
and  children  whom  we  feel  suffer  considerably  because  of  the  sonic 
booms  and  low  flying  jets? 

We  live  in  this  peaceful  valley  {before  the  jets)  and  love  it 
just  as  it  ia,  as  the  generations  before  us  have.  Some  ranches  and 
farms  now  have  the  fifth  family  generations  being  raised  on  i>hem  and 
the  Goshute  Reservation  has  longer  lineage  than  that.  We  feel  our 
lives  and  livelihood  are  at  stake  and  do  not  want  to  have  to  abandon 
our  homes  and  ranches.  Devaluation  of  our  land  would  surely  occur 
if  thia  proposal  is  adopted. 

Vie  invite  you  to  personally  experience  3.  low  sonic  boom  oi  atleast 
5000  feet  above  ground  level  by  these  F-'lto  fighter  planes  and  determine 
if  vou  would  permit  thia  to  happen  over  your  home  and  family. 

Rao  Bateman  of  thia  letter  ia  an  honorably  discharged  veteran  of 
Y.'ori 6  War  II  as  well  as  the  rest  of  us  being  upright  and  patriotic 
citizens.  Out  concern  is  that  our  lives  and  our  properties  cannot 
withstand  this  proposed  expansion  of  Airspace  nor  the  proposed 
intensifying  of  military  fighter  wartime  tactics  by  F-lb  and  other  jets, 
V.e  feel  that  the  already  established  testing  areas  should  oe 
used  by  the  supersonic  F”lb  jets  or  they  must  pse  totally  unpopulated 

areas  such  as  the  Utah  Salt  Flat3.  ' 

We  have  attached  part  of  our  comments  we  made  at  the  November  22tn 

hearing  at  loapah.  , 

Thank  you  very  much  lor  your  attention  and  consideration  on 

this  matter. 


Kyle  and  Ran&e  Bateman 
The  Parrish  Ranch 
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Bovden.  Kennedy  &  Romney 

LAW  OFFICES 
IOOO  KENNECOTT  BUILDING 
TEN  EAST  SOUTH  TEMPLE 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  6-4133 
(QOl)  521-0600 


January  20,  1984 


JOHN  S.  BOYDEN 

<i9o©*ioao) 

COALVILLE  OFFICE 
MAIN  &  CENTER  STREETS 
COALVILLE.  UTAH  0<O17 
(OOi>  33«-2oao 


Mr.  Keith  Davis 

2849  ABG/DEEXX 

Hill  A.F.B..  Utah  8405G 

Re:  Further  Comments  of  the  Coshute  Tribe  to  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  Regarding  Supersonic 
Flight  Training  in  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 


Dear  Keith: 

Pursuant  to  our  conversation  of  January  18,  1984,  the  following  are 
additional  comments  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  to 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  the  Gandy  Range.  Since 
the  Tribe  is  interested  in  hearing  the  Air  Force's  response  to  the  Papago 
situation,  we  are  asking  that  you  respond  to  these  additional  comments  at  the 
same  time  as  you  respond  to  the  Tribe's  original  comments. 


COMMENTS 


It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the 
Goshute  Reservation  that  the  Papago  Tribe  in  Arizona  has  had  some  negative 
experiences  with  the  Air  Force  in  regard  to  sonic  boom  promulgation  over  their 
reservation.  Specifically,  the  Goshute  Tribe  has  read  in  the  B.I.A.  Tribal 
Newsletter,  dated  December  29,  1983,  Vol .  7,  No.  14,  that  the  Vice  Chairman 
of  the  Papago  Tribe,  Mr.  Francisco  Jose,  Jr.,  believes  that  the  Air  Force  is 
"guilty  of  repeated  violations  of  rules  governing  the  Sells  Military  Operating 
Area  in  south-central  Arizona."  When  Mr.  Jose  was  contacted  by  the  Goshute 
Tribal  attorney  on  January  18,  1984,  he  explained  that  because  of  the  negative 
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impacts  of  sonic  boom  promulatioh  over  the  Papago  reservation  the  Papago 
Tribal  Council  had  passed  a  resolution  seeking  a  stop  to  supersonic  flights 
over  the  reservation.  The  Papago  Vice  Chairman  went  on  to  note  a  number  of 
problems  that  the  Tribe  has  experienced  with  the  Air  Force.  Those  problems 
include  the  failure  of  Air  Force  pilots  to  stay  above  minimum  altitude 
restrictions,  evidenced  by  an  incident  of  three  planes  flying  at  100  feet  above 
a  Papago  village  on  December  10,  1983,  in  which  severe  structural  damage  was 
caused  as  a  result  of  sonic  boom  promulgation,  and  the  difficulty  the  Papago 
1  ribe  has  had  in  obtaining  any  reimbursement  for  damages  in  excess  of 
3300.00,  the  limit  placed  on  the  local  Air  Force  office  to  dispurse  without 
litigation . 

The  Goshute  Tribe  is  concerned  that  if  the  Air  Force  approves  the 
proposal  to  conduct  supersonic  flights  above  the  Goshute  Reservation  they  will 
experience  many  of  the  same  problems  as  the  Papago  Indian  Tribe.  The 
Goshute  Tribe  would  appreciate  it  if  the  Air  Force  could  give  its  side  of  the 
story  to  the  Papago  situation  and  could  set  forth  the  steps  it  would  take  to 
assure  that  the  some  instances  of  pilot  abuse  and  reimbursement  difficulties 
would  not  be  experienced  by  the  Goshutes  should  supersonic  flight  be 
approved  above  the  Goshute  Reservation. 
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PNV I RON  MENTAL  PLANNING 
HQ  APLC/DZPV, 
WRIGKT-FATTERSON  A?3 
OH  45433 


Cct.  10,  1 923 


JAOQUIH  EUPPINGTON 
P.O.  Box  13645 
Reno,  NV  89507 


Today  I  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada 
in^gzg  a£ea7  I  pay  a  great  deal  of  atten¬ 

tion  to  the  newspapers  and  other  media  in  this  area,  and  I  don't 
recall  reading  or  hearing  about  this  proposal, or  any  type  of 
public" comment , period  before  today. 

Therefore,  on  the  behalf  of  myself  and  others  who  may  be  sim- 
ilarily  in  need  of  further  information,  I  am  requesting  that 
the  Air  Porce  extend  its  comment  period  from  Cct,  14  to  Dec,  "'4. 

As  today  is  the  tenth  of  October,  I  have  only  four  days  under 
the  current  comment  period  to  study  the  a 

to  voice  my  opinions  on  this  important  issue.  I  feel  this  is 

vpj-jT  aaH,  +  *.  -  jr 

attar.* ‘ ‘fTT^sr-nfte iftl’on s^ST: f-of  -ttre iT'Ttghfsr-' 

I  am  sending  copies  of  this  letter  to  my  Congressional  representa¬ 
tives  Governor  Bryan  of  Nevada  and  to  the  Public  Af  fairs  ’  Iff  ice 
in  Utah.  I  urme  you  to  extend  the  public  comment  period,  as 
the  current  time  alloted  is  simply  insufficient  and  dlsrespectf j1 
of  the  citizens  of  Nevada. 


Sine  erely , 


Wt 


;  r 


•'/Jacqtiie  Buffington 
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UQ  AFLC/DEPV,  WRIGHT-PATTEESON  AFB,  OH 


TO : ~ EUBJ BOHMEHTAI^LAHNIHG ,  »0  ilFLC/DEPV,  BKIGHT-PATTEESON  WB,  OH  45433  (MTa^p& 
FWH (ULxk. 

I  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  *nto  a  supersonic 
operations  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day  extension  in  the  comment 
period,  from  Oct.  14  to  Dec.  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah-Thank  you.  Sincerely, 


ignafcure 


D-na 
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ckiltoh  mmg,  Ci..i.r.i 


October  20,  1983 


The  Honorable  Harry  Reid 

1171  Longworth  Senate  Office  Bldg. 

Washington,  D.C.  20510 


Dear  Senator  Reid: 


I  wish  to  comment  or>  the  Air  Force  proposal  to  increase  the  Military 
Operation  Areas  within  the  State  of  Nevada. 

From  a  commercial  aviation  standpoint,  an  MOA,  even  though  not  a  re¬ 
stricted  area,  serves  as  an  obstacle  which  must  be  detoured  when  flying 
under  instrument  flight  rules.  Air  traffic  control  will  not  accept  IFR 
flight  plans  that  penetrate  MOA's  and  require  extensive  detouring  because 
they  cannot  maintain  aircraft  separation  as  required  by  the  FAR’s  since 
they  do  not  have  control  over  military  aircraft. 


At  the  present  time,  it  is  impossible  for  a  direct  flight  from  Elko  to 
Las  Vegas  while  flying  on  an  instrument  flight  plan  without  detouring  east¬ 
erly  to  Beryl  Intersection  (near  Cedar  City,  Utah)  or  detouring  through 
Tonopah,  due  to  the  combination  of  the  restricted  area  in  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission's  testing  area  near  Beatty  and  the  desert  military  operation  area 
(MOA)  east  of  said  restricted  area.  The  detour  in  either  case  requires  some 
50  to  70  additional  air  miles  of  travel  which  are  both  time  consuming  and 
expensive. 
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Our  firm  has  offices  in  Elko,  Reno  and  Las  Vegas  and  depend  upon  company 
owned  aircraft  to  transport  personnel  and  to  serve  our  clients,  which  are 
located  throughout,  the  State  of  Nevada.  The  additional  MOA’s  now  being  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Air  Force  in  eastern,  western,  and  central  Nevada  would  have  a 
definite  adverse  economic  effect  as  well  as  an  adverse  effect  on  the  safety 
of  our  flight  operations. 
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We  are  certainly  sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  military  training  and 
additional  build-up  of  our  forces,  however,  1  believe  an  assessment  of  the 
actual  needs  and  the  joint  use  of  the  now  established  restricted  areas  and 
MOA's  should  be  carried  out. 

We  would  appreciate  anything  you  can  do  in  this  regard. 

Yours  truly. 


MC:lb 

■  _ _  421  COURT  ELKO,  NEVADA  09601 
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CHILTON  ENGINEERING  CHT'D 


Mark  Chilton,  P.E. 
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PILL  VINCENT 
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P.  0.  Box  5i'91 
Reno,  NV  89513 
October  5,  1983 

Environmental  Planning 
iij  AFLC/DEPV 

V.'rlght-Patterson  AFB,  OH  454-33 

Pear  Environmental  Planners: 

Citizen  Alert  is  a  statewide,  public  education  and 
citizen  action  organization  concerned  with  a  variety  of 
issues,  including  the  management  of  the  nublic  lands. 

It  was  with  great  surprise  that  we  learned  yesterday  of 
the  Air  -orce's  plan  to  create  a  supersonic  operations 
area  in  eastern  Nevada.  V.'e  were  shocked  to  learn  that  a. 
fraft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS )  had  been 
prepared,  and  that  the  comment  period  is  scheduled  to 
expire  October  14th. 

Along  with  other  organizations  and  individuals, 
we  would  like  the  op  ortunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS, 
and  to  Participate  in  public  hearings  on  the  proposal. 


Therefore,  we  are  writing  to  formally  renuest  that 
the  public  comment  period  be  extended,  preferably  for 
sixty  days,  to  allow  full  public  participation  in  this 
very  significant  proposal .  In  addition,  we  would  also 
like  to  request  public  hearings  in  Nevada  and  Utah,  so 
that  local  residents  can  have  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  proposal. 


Thanx  you  for  your  timely  consideration  of  these 
requests,  Ue  look  "or  ard  to  hearing  from  you  soon. 


Sincerely, 


Abby  Johnson 
Executive  Director 


Subject:  DEIS,  Establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  as  an  area  for  supersonic 
flight  training.  Hill  AFB,  Utah. 

0-112 


Full  citizen  partici  nation  for  democratic  decisions  on  issues  that  affect  our  lives. 


' 


DAJI  J 


'  ' " 


N  on  pro<  i  t  ^’ia  edUeb  We. 


w  rt  rf  . 


/  /V  4  ^ 


Citizen  <£Alert 


AN  ALTERNATIVE  INFORMATION  SOURCE  FOR  NEVADANS 


P.O.  Box  1681 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 


P.O.  Box  5391 
Reno,  Nevada  89513 


Not.  Q,  1963 


Environmental  Planning 
AF1C /OSPV 

Wright- Pat  ter  eon  AF6 
Ohio  45433 

Dear  Sira: 


A  study  of  the  Draft  SIS  for  the  Gandy  Hangs  Extension  and 
adjacent  restricted  airspace  as  an  area  for  supersonic  flight 
training  raises  serious  questions  as  to  the  adequacy  of  the  irapaot 
analysis . 
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It  is  our  conclusion  that  only  superficial  consideration  has 
been  given  to  the  adverse  effects  the  supersonic  flights  and  the 
restrictions  on  the  airspace  will  have  on  the  inhabitants,  the 
economy,  the  wildlife  and  the  environment  in  the  area  and  adjacent 
to  it. 
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<»e  also  have  concern  about  the  risk  to  pilots  and  planes.  Ths 
Draft  EIS  saya  (p.  38)  "sightings  of  numerous  raptors  and  other 
avian  species  have  been  documented,  including  observations  of  high 
densities  of  golden  eagle3  year-round." 

The  HLM's  Draft  'Wells  Resource  Management  Plan  and  J5I3  states: 
"Of  major  significance  is  a  raptor  observation  and  trapping  area 
located  atop  the  ridgeline  in  the  (Goshute  Peak)  W3A.  At  the  site 
over  the  past  four  years  about  5,000  to  6,000  raptors,  including 
goshawks  and  bald  eagles,  have  been  observed  migrating  south  each 
fall." 


I  With  the  number  of  sorties  projected  at  from  719  to  1169  a  month 
in  the  presence  of  so  many  large  bird3  the  possibility  of  an  F-1.6 
becoming  a  oasuality  would  seem  to  be  unacceptably  high.  There  are 
desert  areas  in  this  region  where  pilots  and  their  $16  million 
planes  oould  operate  relatively  free  of  this  hazard. 

Serious  losses  as  well  as  adverse  impacts  also  are  anticipated 
on  the  ground, 

6,32  I  White  Pine  County  Commissioners  and  residents,  and  ranohers  and. 

’  I  townspeople  in  Utah  have  expressed  concern  about  the  effects  of 
j,  bo  ■ 

(more) 

D-l  1  3 
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1  32  I  aupersonio  flights  on  public  health  and  the  economy.  Airspaoe  I  ' 

1  ’  I  restrictions  will  poae  serious  problems  to  the  commercial  airline  |7G,8G 
^.801  serving  Ely,  to  ranchers  ana  other  private  pilots  and  to  emergency  ICont. 
i.  ont.  I  medical  flights.  I 


Ho  adequate  gtudies  have  been  made  of  the  psyohologioal  and 
physiological  consequences  of  continuous  sonic  booms.  They  would 
be  very  disruptive  to  the  peace  of  mind  and  tranquility  of  the 
Goshute  Indians  whose  reservation  would  be  completely  blanketed 
by  the  proposed  SOA. 

a' he  £13  takes  into  account  few  environmental  factors.  There 
is  no  mention  made  of  Wilderness  Study  Areas  although  one,  the 
Goshute  Peak  W3A,  is  inside  the  oorders  of  the  SOAt  And  three 
r  th^rs  n  re  i  nmedihtely  ad  .la  cent.  Goshute  has  been  recommended 
tor  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  £  86 

and  bighorn  sheep  plants  are  planned  on  Mt.  Moriah.  Sonic  booms  1 
could  severly  stress  the  animals.  Even  booms  which  may  not  reach  I 
low  elevations  beoause  of  the  bending  upward  by  the  temperature  I 
gradient  would  impact  on  the  higher  elevation  of  Mt.  .doriah  | 

where  the  sheep  would  be. 

<*e  oelieve  the  questions  rr  ised  aoove  deserve  thoughtful 
c-'.isi'-or*  tion  ■"nci  ..uclic  hearings  should  be  adequate  to  provide 
forum  for  the  expressions  o*'  these  concerns. 


iincerely,  ^ 

CJu*<u*a j? 

dill  Vincent 
Southern  Goordinator 


6,3l,3f 
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Hl  CITIZENS  CALL 


1 26  So.  1400  W.  •  Cooar  City.  Utah  84720  •  (801)  586-6674 


From:  Janet  C.  Gordon,  Director 


Date: 


October  13,  1983 


1,  Wright  PatterscnAFl 


Re:  Preposed  supersonic 


is  area  in  Eastern  Nevada 


We  have  just  this  v^iek  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  the 
Eastern  part  of  Nevada  into  a  supersonic  operations  area. 
We  request  a  60-day  extension  for  the  carmen t  period 
(reported  to  end  October  14!)  frem  October  14  to  December 


We  would  also  like  to  formally  request  that  the  Air  Force 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and 

U-Uih. 


Thank  you 


7 

P.s.  would 


P.S.  Would  you  please  send  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
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November'  SI,  19B3 


Dear  £tf\/\WU5Y\rC^^  oJi  P  UX^rVVWr\^.  f 

1  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Pir  Force  use  of  this  area 
fur*  vesting  and  training  the  F-16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  nahd  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  arn  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

this  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (30).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellip.se,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvada,  Sandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (1S0).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <l£id)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.*  *  ** 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try"  and  stop  these 

propo-r.ed  plans. 


Sincerely, 


{/ujsi 
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TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING,  HQ  AFLC/BEPV  WRIGHT -PATTERSON  AFB,  OH  45433  ^ATP-^/  !3 j  ><K'X 

FR0M :  _ P-auc-La.  SS  C  e.  Ha.  0  (IT.  fiox  3  i  O  li'cfA sLsjuZt,  :LL  (Name,  address)  3j 

X  recently  'learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into 
operations  area. 


a  supersonic 

I  am  writing  to  formal]y  request  a  60  day  extension  in  the  comment 
14  to  Dec.  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah. Thank  you.  Sincerely, 


period,  from  Oct. 


Signature 


^ t?ydu<Z. . 
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December  1o,  1983 


1' 

! 
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!ii:or,;c  Douglass 
:iiilao  Gtar  Route 
1  bapan,  Utah  84083 

■inv.i  roninontal  Planning 
RCIA”..  yoi-TV 

'  'righ  b-Fatterson  AFP,  ■- j; i  43433 
Dear  :>ir; 

I  In  consider!  ng  the?  alternatives  to  this  draft  !'.!  P,  1  strongly 

recommend  alternative  a.  Ho  action,  for  the  reasons  that: 

Diose  of  us  who  live  in  this  area  arc  already  subjected  to  enough 
harassment  and  inconvenience  by  the  Air  Force. 

;‘he  main  inconvenience  is  that  we  cannot,  except  at  very  limited 
tii. ,0f.;  fly  into  or  out  of  the  area  in  private  planes. 

be  are  constantly  harassed  by  low  level  flights,  which,  can  be 
extremely  frightening  at  times  and  are  always  extremely  annoying. 

These  flights  upset,  and  sometimes  stampede  our  livestock. 

He  have  to  put  up  with  cruise  missiles  crashing  near  our  fields 
and  wnorc  we  arc  working,  and  it's  anyone's  guess  when  one  of  those 
T-lo's  is  going  to  crash  in  our  yard,  and  possibly  kill  one  of  us. 

''ills  past  summer,  three  of  our  neighbors  in  Gold  Hill  on  different 
ocean  ions  had  windows  broken  and  tilings  k  no  cited  off  shelves  in  separate 
.incidents  of  sonic  booms,  so  we  already  have  our  share  of  them. 

Sincerely, 

George  Douglass 


) 


■ 
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December  11,  1 983 
SR  1  Box  42 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 


Environmental  Planning, 

HQ  APLC/DEPV, 

Wright  -Patterson  APB,  OH  45433 


Ladies  nnd  Gentlemen  of  the  Air  Force: 

T  offer  the  following  comments  in  addition  to  those  I  submitted 
at  the  Eiy,  Nevada,  hearing  concerning  supersonic  testing  in  the 
Gandy  Pange  EGA.  T  would  appreciate  your  including  them  in  the 
record . 


52 


I  understand  that  there  presently  exists  a  mix  of  supersonic  and 
subsonic  activity  within  the  ITTTR  supersonic  training  area,  the 
subsonic  being  primarily  air-to-ground  practice.  Is  not  another 
alternative  to  the  expanded  supersonic  training  area  one  by  which 
tie  ground  targets  would  be  moved  outside  the  present  supersonic 
area.,  leaving  only  supersonic  activity  there,  and  increasing 
subsonic  training  within  the  other  DOD-owned  areas,  and  MOA's  if 
necessary? 


87 


T  feel  that  an  increase  in  subsonic  activity  would  have  little, 
if  any,  negative  impact  upon  the  people  or  the  environment  of 
Western  Utah  and  Eastern  Nevada..  I  also  believe  that  the  cost  of 
moving  the  ground  targets  would  be  far  less  than  that  of  another 
alternative  you've  identified — that  of  moving  the  388th  T PW .  I 
would  welcome  such  an  alternative  being  considered;  also,  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  restricted  area  would  enhance  the 
safety  of  a  more-intensive  subsonic  training  program,  and  would 
thus  be  more  palatable. 


I  request  that  you  include  a  discussion  of  this  proposed 
alternative  in  your  Pinal  ETS;  though  I  Inow  little  about,  your 
training  needs,  iris  alter  native  seems  logical,  an  d  a.  hell  of  a 
lot  more  acceptable,  to  those  of  us  whom  are  potentially  impacted 


Thanks  again  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

Brent  Eldridge  < 
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o.  U.  1,  Box  39 
JvLy,  Nevada  88301 
Doc ember  10,  1983 


Knv i ronmentai  Planning 

hq  a;«’lc/di*;pv 

Wright-  Patterson  APB,  Ohio  45433 


Dear  Sirs; 
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I’m  writing  this  statement  in  regard  to  the  proposed 
Gandy  Supersonic  Operations  Area,  I  oppose  any  further 
restrictions  in  the  Gandy  14.0. A.,  which  will  inevitably 
come  if  .it  is  made  a  Supersonic  Operations  Area. 

1  think  that  there  is  sufficient  area  for  a  supersonic  I 

area  in  the  southern  part  of  Nevada  where  there  is  I 

already  restricted  airspace  large  enough  to  give  a  pilot  I  88 
more  than  three  minutes  training  time  in  one  direction  | 
through  the  proposed  supersonic  area  at  those  speeds.  I 
I  think  that  supersonic  booms  approximately  14  times  per 
day  will  drive  people  and  animals  within  and  adjacent 
to  the  area  "nuts".  i  believe  in  having  a  strong  and 
ready  national  defense,  but  ]  think  there  is  plenty  of 
space  already  allocated  as  restieted  for  practice  and 
training.  I'm  opposed  to  any  further  restrictions  within 
or  close  to  the  Gandy  F, .  G.  A. 
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cuxu  CtlillJlT  Cm'HTHl'USE 
ELKD  NEVADA  »  <3  O  U  I 


December  7,  1983 


Dept,  of  the  Air  Force 
Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB/  Ohio 
45433 


RE:  DEIS  on  the  Establishment  of  the 

Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent 
Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area  for 
Supersonic  Flight  Training 


Gent,  lemon : 

The  Board  of  County  commissioners  responded  earlier  tc 
the  DEIS  when  the  comment  period  ended  October  14,  1983.  A  copy 
of  the  comment  letter  dated  October  11,  1983  is  attached  with 
this  letter. 

Subsequent  to  the  October  14th  comment  period  closure, 
an  extension  was  granted  plus  three  public  hearings.  One  of  thc- 
public  hearings  was  held  in  Elko,  Nevada  on  the  evening  of  Decem¬ 
ber  1,  1983.  Commissioner  Smith  and  the  County  Manager  were  in 
attendance  at  the  Elko  public  hearing. 

Several  presentations  wore  entered  into  the  record  by  some 
of  the  public  hearing  attendees  whereby  the  Department  of  Air  Force 
will  need  to  respond  as  noted  by  the  conducting  officer.  It  was 
obvious  that  some  of  the  presentations  were  verbatim  repeat  of 
what  had  been  submitted  at  one  or  both  of  the  other  local  public 
hearings . 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  for  the  County  of  Elko 
are  interested  in  the  Air  Force  proposal,  but  are  not  in  opposition 
foi  any  reason  ai_  chis  time.  As  of  this  date,  the  Board  of  Count/ 
Commissioners  have  not  been  contacted  by  any  person  or  entity 
voicing  a  concern  relating  to  the  DEIS.  Therefore,  consistent 
with  the  October  11,  1983  response,  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
do  not  submit  an  objection  or  concern  to  the  DEIS.  However,  if  a 
problem  does  develop  such  as  within  the  West  Wendover  community, 
the  Board  reserves  the  condition  to  request  a  consideration  to 
alleviate  the  problem. 


D-l  21 


Dept.,  of  the  Air  Force 
December  7,  1983 
Page  -  2 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  wish  to  be  kept  informed 
of  the  progression  of  the  Eld  and  the  final  decision  relating  to 
the  project.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  cooperation  in 
this  request. 


Sincerely  yours,  r\ 

GEORG E^R . E .  BOUCHER 
Elko  County  Manager 


GRKB/lm 
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El.  I  'I  COUNTY  C  dlJ  HTHtlll -F. 
I  l.Kfl.  NEVATl*  Cl  Hi  ©  t)  I 


October  11,  1983 


State  of  Nevada 

State  Office  of  Community  Services 
Capitol  Complex 
Carson  City,  Nevada 
89710 

Linda  A.  Ryan 
Director 

ATTN:  Mr.  John  B.  Walker,  Coordinator 

State  Clearinghouse 

RE;  DEIS  relating  to  proposed  use  of 
air  space  for  supersonic  flight 
training  over  a  portion  of  Elko  County 


Dear  Mr.  .Walker: 

The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  have  discussed  the 
DKI5  during  their  regular  October  3,  1933  meeting.  The  basic 
determination  for  response  by  the  Board  was  they  do  not  object 
to  the  proposed  use  of  airspace  involving  approximately  twenty- 
two  by  thirty-four  miles  in  the  extreme  southeastern  corner  o£ 

Elko  County.  The  understanding  by  the  Board  is  the  use  in  air¬ 
space  only  and  not  the  ground  surface  except  for  sonic  boom 
shockwave  affect. 

The  reservation  or  contingency  the  Board  reserves  for 
consideration  is  if  the  sonic  boom  impact  does  affect  the  community 
4  of  West  Wendover,  Nevada  that  necessary  measures  be  taken  by  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  to  adjust  their  maneuverpattern  to  alleviate  the 
annoyance  factor. 

Thank  you  for  contacting  Elko  County  for  a  response  in 
this  matter. 

Sincerely  yours. 


GEORGE  R.E .  BOUCHER 
Klko  County  Manager 


GRKB/lm 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  VIII 
1860  LINCOLN  STREET 

■’  -dj  DENVER,  COLOR  ADO  80295 


8PM-ES 


Director,  Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wri giit-Pat terson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 


Dear  Sir; 

The  Region  VIII  office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
completed  its  review  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS).  The  U.S.  Air  Force  is  to  be  commended  for  the  DEIS's 
explanation  of  the  causes  of  "normal"  and  "worst  case"  range  use,  and  the 
presentation  of  related  calculations  and  assumptions  in  a  clear  concise  manner. 

The  attached  comnents  are  offered  for  your  consideration  in  the 
preparation  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statement.  According  to  the 
system  EPA  uses  to  rate  DEIS's,  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent 
Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training  will  be  assigned 
a  rating  of  LO-2.  This  means  that  although  it  does  not  appear  that  there  are 
significant  environmental  impacts  from  the  proposed  action,  we  find  the 
informational  content  and  analysis  could  be  strengthened  with  the  additional 
data  suggested.  If  you  have  any  question  regarding  our  comments,  please 
contact  Mike  Harmier  of  my  staff  at  FTS  327-2351. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Enclosure 


^4/^* - 


G.  Welles, 
gional  Administrator 
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Detail  Comments 


JUALITY 


The  DEIS  states  that  most  flight  operations  will  be  conducted  above  the 
prevailing  morning  and  afternoon  mixing  heights.  Therefore,  there  is  only  a 
small  chance  of  the  exhaust  pollutants  reaching  the  surface  under  the  flight 
operation  area.  The  most  probable  effects  of  the  N0X  and  SO2  resulting 
from  the  flight  operations  will  be  as  brief  and  infrequent  episodes  up  to 
hunareds  of  miles  down  wind. 

We  would  request  that  the  Final  EIS  address  the  contribution  of  N0X  and 
SO2,  either  by  dry  deposition  or  washout  by  rain  or  snow,  to  the  acid  rain 
accumulation  in  the  high  mountains  of  Eastern  Utah  and  Western  Colorado. 

MO  I SE 

Although  the  noise  analysis  compares  the  Ldn  noise  levels  resulting  from 
these  exercises  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's 
upper  noise  level  for  determining  acceptability  of  areas  for  residential  land 
use,  the  Air  Force  has  not  compared  those  supersonic  training  noise  levels 
witn  tne  present  ambient  noise  levels  without  military  aircraft  overflight. 
Based  on  population  levels  in  the  proposed  flight  area,  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  CHA6A  report  predicts  ambient  sound  levels  in  the  Ldn  35-40dB 
range.  With  the  inception  of  the  supersonic  training  flights,  the  DEIS 
projects  a  normal  Ldn  in  the  range  of  58-60dB,  which  is  approximately  four 
times  as  loud  as  the  existing  environment.  The  worst  case  Ldn  is  projected  to 
be  in  the  7u-72dB  range,  or  more  than  eight  times  as  loud.  These  extremely 
lar'je  increases  over’  the  existing  sound  levels,  coupled  With  the  very  high 
single  event  noise  levels,  suggest  a  need  for  additional  mitigation  efforts,  j 

We  fully  support  the  mitigation  measures  discussed  'in  the  DEIS  on  page 
bl:  minimum  altitude  of  5,000  feet  above  ground  level,  minimum  number  of 
weekend/holi  day  flights,  and  payment  of  damage  claims  filed  by  area 
residents.  However,  we  have  the  following  additional  comments  on  mitigation 
for  your  consideration.  We  suggest  limiting  supersonic  training  flights  in 
the  Uanay  ana  adjacent  areas  to  the  hours  of  8AM  to  7PM,  to  avoid  sleep 
disturbance  and  family  activity  interference  impacts  for  the  residents.  These 
hours  would  allow  for  nighttime  flights  in  the  late  fall  and  winter  months, 

1  -  -rr  v.;--  j-U-  - i  --»,J  u  ~\. +  -fK*nrn  th£  SOPlC 

Will  MJ  Ullcl  illy  bile  I  aiiU  ua^rv^vjunuijr  uoul  o  *  w-  «  •  1  •  ‘  ^ 

booms  anu  accompanying  aircraft  noise. 

In  conjunction  with  the  payment  of  damage  claims,  we  strongly  recommend 
tiiat  the  procedures  for  registering  noise  complaints  and  damage  claims.be 
clearly  spelled  out  to  local,  tribal,  regional  and  state  officials  having 
public  health  or  law  enforcement  jurisdiction  over  the  affected  area. 

Residents  in  the  area  may  not  know  who  to  call  or  how  to  file  a  complaint  or 
claim,  or  be  aware  of  the  documentation  required  by  the  Air  Force.  We 
recommend  that  several  workshops  or  similar  briefing  sessions  be.  given  for 
these  officials,  since  they  are  most  likely  to  be  the  first  persons  contacted 
by  the  public.  These  officials  should  have  a  clear  understanding  of  the 
purpose  and  extent  of  the  training  missions,  the  normal  and  worst  case 
uay/night  noise  levels,  and  the  single  event  noise  levels. 
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They  should  know  how  to  assist  their  constituents  in  contacting  the  Air  Force, 
and  what  information  the  Air  Force  will  require  for  their  claim  forms.  If  the 
citizens  can  get  help  through  their  local  officials,  they  may  feel  less 
annoyed  by  the  noise  from  the  training  operations.  Furthermore,  based  on  a 
more  complete  complaint  history,  boundaries  of  the  flight  areas  can  be 
adjusted  to  avoid  areas  where  continuing  complaints  are  generated  and  damage 
claims  paid. 

Another  mitigation  measure  would  be  to  soundproof  any  schools,  hospitals 
churches  or  public  buildings  that  would  be  exposed  to  sonic  booms  from  these 
training  operations.  Data  on  the  number  of  such  buildings  was  not  presented 
in  the  DEIS,  but  based  on  the  low  population  levels  of  the  area,  the  costs  for 
soundproofing  should  not  be  excessive,  especially  compared  with  the  savings  in 
fuel  consumption,  travel  time,  and  personnel  and  aircraft  relocation  costs 
which  use  of  the  Gandy  MOA  offers.  The  energy  conservation  benefits  of 
soundproofing  techniques  such  as  insulation  and  storm  windows  could  also  be 
presented  to  local  residents  at  the  time  the  public  buildings  are  retrofitted. 

Our  final  comnent  deals  with  with  the  proposed  Wilderness  Study  Area 
called  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  and  the  Snake  Mountain  Range  which  may  at  some 
point  be  included  in  a  Great  Basin  National  Park  proposal.  We  share  the 
concerns  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  State  of  Nevada,  as  well  as 
users  of  these  areas,  that  their  natural  wilderness  characteristics  and 
wildlife  populations  be  protected.  The  DEIS  states  that  the  sonic  booms  from 
the  proposed  training  flights  will  not  impact  either  of  these  two  areas. 
Because  we  uo  not  currently  have  the  technical  expertise  to  evaluate  this 
assertion,  we  cannot  comment  on  its  technical  accuracy.  However,  we  would 
strongly  recommend  a  noise  monitoring  program  in  each  of  the  areas  to 
accurately  assess  any  noise  impacts  from  both  the  normal  and  worst  case 
traffic  levels.  The  data  collected  could  then  be  evaluatec  in  terms  of 
adverse  impacts,  and  appropriate  boundary  adjustments  of  the  training  area 
made  to  avoid  noise  sensitive  area. 
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EskDale 

Via  Garrison,  UT  84728 
December  8,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright- Patterson  AFB,  OH  45433 
Gen  tlemen : 

As  residents  of  Millard  County  in  western  Utah,  we  wish  hereby  to 
protest  the  intentions  of  the  Air  Force  to  establish  a  supersonic 
flight  training  area  a  few  miles  to  the  north  of  our  ccmmunity  over 
Gandy  and  Par  tour..  We  also  protest  the  fact  that  such  short  notice 
and  little  information  ware  given  to  the  public  on  this  matter, 

EskDale,  with  its  71  residents,  is  a  private,  Christian  community 
of  the  Order  of  Aaron.  Although  we  have  been  here  30  years,  you  will 
not  find  us  on  any  oops  of  tire  area  because  of  the  private  nature  of 
our  undertaking.  Along  with  our  two  sister  communities  of  Bethel 
(five  miles  south)  and  Petra  (three  miles  north),  we  total  103 
residents,  all  members  of  the  same  church  organization.  TV»e 
livelihood  of  all  103  residents  of  these  oormunities  is  based 
principally  upon  our  dairy  operation  located  at  EskDale. 

The  noise  anticipated  from  trie  frequent  supersonic  boons  of  your 
troposei  operations,  especially  the  focal  booms  vdaich  carry  longer 
distances,  and  the  noise  from  the  aircraft  themselves  is  bound  to  have 
i  startling  effect  cr.  trie  cattle  of  our  dairy  herds.  Moreover  r  the 
frequent ,  strong  winds,  which  are  so  often  out  of  the  north  here,  of 
xwrsti.  will,  when  present,  serve  to  intensify  the  disturbing  effect, 
lonsoquently,  wu  nay  expect  a  deleterious  effect  on  our  milk 
:x  eduction . 


Aitnoug-i  wo  hv.v  oeen  in  q>  s' at  ion  her  -  for  30  year's,  we  feel 
•  har  to."  proximity  of  yuur  proposed  operations  is  such  that  it  oould 
seriously  jeopardize  our  continued  existence  as  dairy-based 
cufinunities .  We  ask,  therefore,  that  you  please  find  a  mare  remote, 
’.-ass  populated  and  less  agricultural  area  over  which  to  utilize  the 

.nr  space  ioi  suen  u. aiu Lu^ ,  Thunk  you. 


Respectfully, 

EbKDAIiE  COMMUNITY  COUNCIL 


Don  R.  Hartlauer 
Secretary 
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Mr.  Gary  D.  Vest 

Acting  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Environmental  Planning 
Ht)  AF1X/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  APB,  Ohio  45433 
Dear  Mr.  Vest: 

We  Imve  reviewed  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the  “ Establishment,  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Aren  for  Supersonic  Flight 
Training".  We  compliment  your  office  on  the  tremendous  effort  it  has  put 
into  this  DEIS. 

The  paragraph  on  "Impact  of  Air  Traffic"  under  Section  IV,  Environmental 
Consequences,  raised  some  questions  with  our  Air  Traffic  Service;  they 
will  contact  you  directly  regarding  t.heir  concerns. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  ar.d  comment  on  this  matter. 

Sincet sly. 


Jorm  If.  Weslei 

Director  of  Environment  and  Energy 


^(JwarQ  Wcirfyn  f-ir^i  Amei  ich'.  AIOU 


i  4  L.Sii  ci.nos 
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Service 


324  2bth  Street 

Ogden,  UT  if 4  4 01 
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OCT  2o 


Mr.  James  F.  Boatright 
Fnvironmental  Planning 
H.().  AFLC/DEPV 

Ur  ight-Patterson  AFB,  OH  45433 


46,99 


Dear  Mr.  Boatright: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  “Establishment  of 
the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area  for 
Supersonic  Flight  Training,"  and  find  it  generally  well  written. 

The  coverage  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  is  fairly  comprehensive, 
while  treatment  of  terrestrial  wildlife  is  cursory,  but  adequate.  We  note 
no  .nent ion/di scusslon  of  aquatic  resources  if  they  are  present.  The 
c  jverage  in . 4. 1 .2. 2 . 2 ,  Conic  Hoom  Effects  on  Animals,  is  very  good. 

1  .e  co-’erage  of  low-level  Supersonic  Flight  Impact  on  Air  Traffic  (4.1.5) 
a  >pears  to  he  adequate;  however,  we  have  cous:erns  for  Forest  Service 
l>>w-level  emergency  aerial  tire  reconnaissance  and  suppression  flights  ir. 
the  Mt.  Moriah  area.  These  activities  need  to  be  closely  coordinated  to 
prevent  accidents  from  occuring  during  fire  suppression  activities. 

The  Mt.  Moriah  area  is  currently  being  evaluated  for  Wilderness.  Such  a 
classification  would  he,  in  part,  dependent  upon  maintaining  opportunities 
tor  solitude.  Areas  of  Mt.  Moriah  may  be  within  the  elliptical  airspace  or 
inside  of  the  11-mlle  cutoff  distance.  It  is  diflicult  for  us  to  judge  this 
from  tin:-  scale  of  the  maps  associated  with  the  document.  We  would  need  to 
know  this  in  order  to  determine  the  potential  effect  of  sonic  booms  on  the 
area’s  wilderness  character. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  KIR.  We  concur  chat  the 
Gandy  Range  extension  is  a  most  logical  alternative  and  desire  working  with 
the  Air  Force  Command  to  resolve  our  concerns. 


incerely, 


■  r‘i,  -  •  h  — 

RICHARD  K.  GRISWOLD 
Director,  Planning  and  Budget 
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Post  Office  Box  2? 

Baker,  Nevada  89311 
Ootober  12,  1983 

Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV,  Wright- Patters on  APB 
Ohio  45433 

Gentlemen: 

Tour  proposal  to  conduct  supersonic  flight  training  In  the 
northern  border  area  of  Nevada  and  Utah  Is  a  deadly  threat  to  our 
environment.  For  instance: 

1)  Small  planes,  both  private  and  commercial,  play  a  vital  role 
in  our  local  economy.  The  ability  to  monitor  cattle,  sheep  and 
wildlife  by  plane  is  extremely  important  to  the  larger  ranches,  as 
9  well  as  to  trapping  and  predator  control.  In  the  immediate  vicinity  g 
of  the  area  affected  by  this  Air  Force  proposal  there  are  at  least 
twenty  families  whose  livelihoods  are  built  around  their  ability  to 
get  around  this  region  safely  by  air.  And,  of  course,  this  air  space  g 
is  used  quite  regularly  to  flight-train  the  younger  members  of  these  | 
faMlle3 . 


2)  Regardless  of  the  opinions  expressed  in  your  DEIS,  the  I 

effect  of  sonic  booms  on  animals,  both  domestic  and  wild,  is  observable  fi, 
37  and  violent.-  A  herd  of  sheep  scatters,  a  horse  bolts.  This  particular!' 
Impact  requires  serious  study,  not  the  offhand  dismissal  rendered  in  9 
your  Draft.  " 


3)  The  occasional  sonic  boom  that  now  breaks  the  silence  here 
originates,  I  presume,  at  around  30,000  feet.  It  is  always  shocking, 
to  me  and  to  everyone  I  know.  Presumably,  supersonic  flights  at  $,0GQ 
go  feet  would  be  an  even  greater  assault  to  us  all,  animals  and  humans 
alike.  That  is  outrageous.  Your  DEIS  disdains  the  residents  of  this 
area,  including  an  entire  Indian  tribe,  by  declaring  this  kind  of 
violence  "suitable  for  residential  purposes."  No  authority  is  oited 
for  this  preposterous  notion. 


9 


5 


Aside  from  these  and  other  gross  misconceptions  in  your  DEIS,  we 
deserve  to  have  been  notified  of  the  proposal  in  a  timely  manner, 
rather  than  having  to  discover  it  for  ourselves  only  five  days  before 
your  October  14  deadline.  Therefore,  we  request:  1)  an  extension 
of  the  commentary  period  to  mid-December,  and  2)  a  public  hearing  to 
permit  an  exchange  of  real  information  between  Air  Force  representa¬ 
tives  and  the  citizens  who  are  productively  using  the  airspace  in 


question. 

Sen.  Laxalt,  Sen.  Hecht 
co:  Gov.  Richard  Bryan 

Rep.  B.  Vuoanovloh 


Rep.  Harry  Reid 


D-132 


< 


U-  5.  rj2dub-*sfc&v-t 

i  vJ*JLz~*  fAC~ 

(JL.-  a* 

U 

7?^  %L>jyk£,  ,  A~ 

^J&ux*n£L  c?  a-  C-^jCl^j  4i 


£d  . 


(7\  /  c«C  O-O — 


/-'.  6-\ 


~  "yyJjy 

‘*J*~*-*^-f  i£s  7)  / 


'  >*y  ^  c4£. 

2>h-/s>  &h,vJL*~ 


6c^.-  / 

*7T\  / 

/  •s-fc-T>s™-A^-'  / 

“■LJC*'  /^Ct-'i 

GU&JU*ti  (+  (903  S&Y  3-7 

1  ^K2<r>jL,  8  93  V 


D-133 


jQtTaJ.1  bth  l)mhs 

£  W  fl/50 J  bee** 

M/ll  ftn3 ,  O-mn 
$4c5(p 


/TIfiP/C  CrBS/Cjo 
FbO  ftl/WK  fib 
{fttjLGflJ ,  fl&Jn Oft  814  CC 
(yes*)  fi£3  -  47  7  <2- 
0(Li'oe>e.AL  7y  )983 


be  ftp  &iKj 

CL  sini  uS/^/t'/a/ct  /a /  &  tto  ooal 

-nrce£HoA!£  GcAftj&e.^ypno/'j  op  so  -  o-  y.a  ~ns;s 
^PSH'C  SC  (1<5A/ S/OpP  (EvO  ft  U)P  /YO/C  /?es<ZU)££T 

Fop.  C-Xt'Oa/  b'*J  Or  77/ £r  CC>  ffl ryiOAl~r  2DA~T£  Cb/Q 


7ft  C  tbojo  j  CPO/YT/AfCr  ft  5>t)ftOs£Pe>!n/ /<~.  OPBfZ.Zi  jj/JCr 

S/?Cft  J  LOP  Jc.rY  Ck-T  OAJOO  /a/to  A/pt/POO  < 

nC  CT  ox  PcAfY/Yep  ~J  0  you  y  7/4/5  Pft'X/bsp  e. 

pso  a/ci  ScbaJ  P/fs s^to  o/C  77)  77/s  sLcj&cs 

u)/774  ExeeftCr/cS  T&  C/ftpo  WO  COcefe  /90AA/C/OS , 


\ 


U)C  7/fti/G  0/\Joy  Booz/O)  Cu/ ~r~  Af/Lo e> 7~  /T 
ycpyoftLbAi/,  Doe  ~ro  77/ /s  Aa/op  op 

CcsnmuA//  cftr/O/J  SeTzooeP  ft//z  ftoxiep  OxA/eo^r 

/fSb  77/ G  PO.Sot  c ,J  C Se^OeA 7S  j  AftO  6  A 6-WV /  ^ pr/£> /Jr) 

X  Cn-poAf O  Yy  OP  <30  7?/P  /9//Z.  Poaulo  72> 

Ox  toaJ  ft  77/0  CU>*?o/yieA/7-  /CtGOsoO  Fbp.  3o~  35' 

tv9l/3  J=PAM  Itfo  tx/TE  JfJmtFLU/  'ASCT  OP  /C~/4--g'£. 


D-l  34 


^  OtSO  AJjKS  ~rz  &£  r-  6  sJ 

A  m/i'ssosr  Us-r  r#AL  A,y/  POXTr/tse 
/aIUo*~  d/Af tr  oowos  ywc> 

.01/971  y- As .  Atr/^yr  70/9  t  jt  y&n 

/J&Ae/i^rr  O  A  TTO/s  7^0 o  Ocls/tl  /9/i&  Ar’y  ‘S^/ys 

70 £  &yO<L  £/S , 

**? ssO^r/  7£o>i./ y 

'Sccem*?  QoA'caeAto  Waoc  /ft'SoOAs/s  -  Fhc<~"'1 


'  MS  MtFLC/b^.v  1  ' 
£>W  ti5~1-33> 


/J  jSjvet^Zr, _  Kje--V-aJ<U.  e*-^ 

^c^ttryccc^  *•*«*..  fe/ 

2Z  -k  ^ 

A^y„  QeUU^  /V  ■*>  /?. 

aJ/<Sh^r^  'F 

j-2^ 

«  ,/J  „  /»  rx^/V/l 

#-/t  Va^ 


&$#/?  S#<-  7 

yu^ccJ 


r/ /?  * 


/ 


J^TMuOf  (?C 

^/fd'^yiuAj^Fiyyi  £Jl 

Cshm^i 

'970/ 


D-136 


Elizabeth  W.  Gledhili 

5^40  GOIOENRQD  DRIVE.  •  RENO.  NEVADA  895!  1 


Environmental  Planning 
liO  AFLC/DEPV 

V. r iqht-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
December  b,  1983 


i  x  '..i  v  >  j  r  , 

e  live  in  western  Juab  County,  Utah  on  Fish  Gprinqs 
I  jldlifo  Refuge  and  enjoy  the  tranquility  and  beauty  of  this 
remote  area.  The  ’-emotenons  of  this  part,  of  Utah  and  eastern 
Nevada  make  it  a  very  desirable  place  for  people  (even  though 
not  high  in  nunbt'r )  to  live  and  visit  for  enjoying  the  nat¬ 
uralness  of  the  Grout  Busin. 

The  L.G.  Air  Force  Candy  Bongo  Extension  and  Adjacent. 

Airspace  For  .Supersonic  Flight.  Training,  Eastern  Nevada  and 
•  (St'i'rn  Utah  proposal  would  have  an  extremely  detrimental  effect, 
on  Ih  is  <u  eu,  Nothing  is  knov;n  about  the  effects  ole  continuous 
so,  ir  booms  on  people,  domestic  animals,  wildlife,  structures 
or  terrain.  Kho  knovns  what  the  physical  and  psycho  1 og i ca 1 
91  of  pets  of  the  sonic  booms  created  by  jet  aircraft  in  the 

proposal  x  ill  be  in  the  future,  to  feed,  these  factors  should 
be  studied  in  detail  before  this  type  of  proposal  should  ever 
be  implemented. 

he  wish  to  no  ori  reoord  .is  opposing  the  Gandy  Range 

I  Extension  and  Adjacent  Airspace  For  supersonic  Flight  Training 
a;;  it  is  now  proposed.  to  feel  the  proposed  area  could,  and 
should  bo  moved  either  fart Tier  northwest  or  north  onto  the  |  14,34 

Great  Gall  Lake  Poser t ,  northeast  of  kendo ver ,  Utah.  Either  | 

is  those  locations,  particularly  the  northern  site,  arc  more  | 
remote  than  the  L.  ;.  Air  Forces ’  current  proposal. 

Thank  you  for  your  lime. 


3 i nccro 1 y , 

?  .  )  ij ,  .i  \  <  \ 

■  dames  &  Laurie  Good 


D-138 


November  21,  1  SS3 


1  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
op;j'.'v.ti  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  tasting  and  training  the  F  — IB. 

I  or.  cow.'eritcc  about  the  physical  ahd  mental, 
heed  tii  of  i.i v  family.  I  arn  concerned  about  the 
pouiiiiile  cJ->tr  i  mental  effects  on  our  env  i  ronment 
ar.u  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboqt  the 
str'ijitural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
School. 


has  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
sc.hr.  wit  .  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vi  y  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 

p.  ..  ...  iori  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 

Uv.  G  indy,  and  Trout  CneeK  totals  one 

h'..M-.;r  .  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
arid  I  „'Tity  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
c-.-.  ..■■ .  rd  only  fifteen  (15)  people.'  * 

w  ml  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
o f. ; ■.  mg  t  ie  proposed  use  of  the  new  super — 

a...  .  .  .  1  cit  :  nq  areas. 


•  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
u?  .our  mfluer.ee  to  try"'  and  stop  ther-e 

pr  ■  ■;  .,ad  p  fans.  , 


Sincerely, 
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■O'ji  or i  icr  li o x  -  daki: u.  Nevada  uc.<3i> 

1  2  v_.  c  t  o  be  v  1 96  3 


in v  i  run men tal  t  lnnn in.g 
iiQ  AFnC/bbPV 

Wr larhfc- Patterson  AF3,  on  45*4-33 


do:  'j.-ilo-  Establishment  of  the  Gandy 

danwce  extension. 


Gentlemen : 


You  have  managed  well  to  ,teep  the  existence  of  this  proposal 
tinn  an; i,3  a  secret  from  the  people  who  live  In  the  vicinity  of  the 
"Gandy  Hnnge".  That  any  of  us  found  out  about  It  at  all  before 
the  October  l4  deadline  for  comments  on  the  DSIG  appears  to  have  been 
pure  chance. 

You  could  have  done  much  better  at  notifying  citizens  who  could 
be  ex pecr.ed  to  be  concerned  about  this  proposal.  That  you  have  not 
has  led  quite  a  few  of  my  neighbors  to  suspect  that  the  Air  Force 
would  prefer  that  we  did  not  fine,  out  about  It  in  time  to  comment 
or;  the  proposal.  And  since  the  Air  Force  recently  spent  well  ever 
twenty  million  dollars  lying  to  us  about  the  f'lX.  you  should  be 
aware  that  your  credibility  is  getting  pretty  thin  around  here, 

j  surest  that  the  Air  Force  hold  Public  Hearings  on  this  I 

proposal  and  extend  the  comment  period  for  sixty  days.  8 

The  ’ISIS  states  that  the  subject  airspace  will  be  "Jess 
attractive"  to  civilian  pilots  if  the  proposal  is  adopted.  It  iden¬ 
tifies  the  civilian  pilots  as  those  "traversing  the  airspace"  and 
rv, M>,-> -tin'e o t  resource  managers  counting  wildlife.  In  fact  these  p'.lucs| 
uc  :out it  for  a  small  percentage  of  the  civilian  pilots  who  use  the 
•i  \  '.space.  The  group  who  uses  it  most  are  sheep  and  cattle  ranchers. 


'net.  that  the 


L  } 


d  oe  s  not  d  i  s  cuss. 


i  no  '.id  states 

tn»  subiect  airspace 
and  does  not  include 
communities  within  a 


that  there  are  about  .> SO  people  living  none atn 
That  fiiiu-e  is  definitely  on  t.ne  low  side 
logons  of  ranch  families  who  live  in  small 
few  miles  of  the  boundaries.  In  GnaKe  Valley 
arid  ip”)n?  Valley  alone,  whose  population  outside  the  boundaries 
totals  about  300  to  40 0,  there  are  fifteen  small  airplanes  of  which 
1  have  personal  knowledge.  ['here  are  probably  more  than  fifteen. 
Tver  so,  that  is  about  one  airplane  for  every  six  families.  These 
airplanes  are  used  primarily  for  managing  herds  of  livestock, 
many  of  our-  young  people  are  learning  1:o  fly  and  there  are  more 
idiots  than  airplanes . 
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Trie  airspace  used  by  these  airplanes  is  also  used  by  jet. 
r  i  g  h  t  e  >v;  from  Neills  Ar  &  and  rallon  Naval  Mr  Station,  for  low 
level  radar  evasion  training.  These  fighters  fly  over  our 
a  1  '-strips  and  our  houses  several  days  a  week  at  altitudes  of 
between  one  hundred  and  five  hundred  feet  above  ground.  They 
eon:e  in  very  fast  and  make  a  lot  of  noise.  They  are  a  nuisance 
and  a  mortal  hazard . 

Thin  airspace  is  also  used  by  commercial  airliners  at 
altitudes  of  thirty  to  forty  thousand  feet.  We  are  already 
ubjocted  to  more  sonic  booms  than  we  are  able  to  appreciate, 
here  is  usually  at  least  one  per  day.  often  there  are  three, 
he  nyi.-j  says  that  some  people  like  sonic,  booms  and  some  do  not. 
ell,  the  people  who  live  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  super¬ 
sonic  range  do  not  like  there.  I  have  never  met  anyone  who  likes 
sonic  booms.  The  proposal  places  this  supersonic  range  directly 
above  and  entirely  surrounding  an  Indian  reservation.  I  am  certain 
than  in  the  whole  United  States  there  is  not  a  single  reservation 
Indian  who  likes  sonic  booms. 
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The  yrir  Force  has  often  been  heard  to  assume  that  we  get 
user  to  these  kinds  of  impacts.  lure  wishful  thinking.  We  are 
t j«-od  of  them  and  thoroughly  disgusted  with  the  continual  sneaky 
expansion  of  the  airspace  used  by  military  aircraft  and  restricted 
ai-rainst  our  use.  We  have  our  own  flight  training  and  the  safety 
of  our  pilots  and  thei’-'  families  and  employees  to  consider.  We 
mr't  u,”,e -"stand  why  t he  Air  force  is  not  apparently  concerned, 
rja  we  are,  about  the  prevention  of  accidents.  We  think  this 
proposal  is  greedy  and  thoughtless  and  unworthy  of  the  Air  Force. 


C  e  : 


Sincerely 
yd  /  £yr 


Joseph  r.  Griggs  §r. 


aerator  mul  j-axalt 
Serin  tor  Chic  Hecht 

representative  Barbara  .'ucanovich 
Representative  Harry  Held 
Governor  .Richard  Bryan 

White  line  County  Commissioner  Brent  F.ld ridge 
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j^i , 


November  £1,  1983 


Toi'  Commanding  Officer,  Hill  Air  Force  Base 

Rei  Proposed  Testing  and  Training;1  Areas  for  the  F— 16 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  T-  Oppose  the,  proposed 
Air  Force  use  of  this  area  for  testing  and . training  the  F-161 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental  health  of  irvy 
family.  I  am  concerned  about  the  possible  detrimental  effects  on 
our  environment  and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and  school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public  school  with  an 
enrollment  of  fifty  <30 .  In  the  vicinity  affected  by  the 
Southern  ellipse,  the  population  of  the  combined  towns  of 
Partoun,  Uvada,  Bandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one’  hundred  and 
twenty  <1£Q).  Of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  <120)  people  in  the 
valley,  the  DEIS  counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people. 

•  >  *•' 

* 

1  want  to  b’o  on’ record  as  atrongly  opposing  the  proposed  use 
of  the  new  super-sonic  testing  areas.  -  - 
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HEI’ARl  MLNT  OF  HEALTH  &  HUMAN  SERVICES 


Public  Health  Service 


Centers  for  Disease  Control 
Atlanta  GA  30333 

(404)  452-4257 
October  12,  1983 


l  .nv  i  ronme  nt  a  l  P  lann  i  ng 
HZ  AKbC/DKPV 

Wright-Pat  terson  AIR,  Ohio  45433 


Cent  lenten : 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
Establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  as 
an  Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training  at  Hill  AFB,  Utah.  We  are  responding 
on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

Wo  have  reviewed  this  document  for  possible  health  effects  and  have  no  comments 
to  offer.  We  believe  the  proposed  alternatives  have  been  adequately  addressed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS.  Please  send  us  a  copy  of 
the  final  document  when  it  becomes  available. 


Sincerely  yours, 


O 


C.C. 


Frank  S.  Lisella,  Ph.D. 

Chief,  Environmental  Affairs  Group 
Environmental  Health  Services  Division 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
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811  Pine  Street 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 
November  30,  1983 


Kit  ,  dames  i  .  Boatngr.t 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(Installations,  Environment  and  Safety) 
hnv  x  ronme  n  t  a  1  Planning 
lin  AFLC/DEPV 

Wr ight-Patter son  AFB,  Ohio  45433 


bear  Secretary  Boatright  ; 
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Having  been  a  cattle  rancher  in  Spring  Valley  most  of  my  life,  I  wish 
to  protest  the  expansion  of  the  Gandy  Range  for  Super  Sonic  Flight  Training. 

;  haw  oxp~..r  ianeod  the  effect  sonic  booms  has  had  or.  livestock,  net  tc  mention  | 
the  wildlife  and  people  in  the  area.  If  permission  is  granted  for  each  flight  j 
training  over  this  area,  with  up  to  1050  flights  per  month,  it  will  have  a  ; 
devastating  effect  on  the  environment,  including  all  forms  of  wildlife  all  the  way* 
to  ground  squirrels. 


I  believe  the  area  now  used  for  the  Gandy  range  is  adequate  and  wish  to 
go  on  record  as  opposing  any  expansion  of  air  space  in  Nevada  for  Super  Sonic 
Tin i ni nq . 


Cl 


4  ,i{  /Xw  ^ 


Dee  Heckethorn  Sr, 


S  3 
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S.  R.  5  Box  51 
Ely,  Nevada  8930] 
Noveirber  30,  193  3 


Mr.  Janies  F.  Boatright: 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(Installations,  brivi ronment  and  Safety) 

Lnvi ronmental  Planning 
•IQ  AFLC/DKc’V 

vri gilt -Patterson  AFB,  Oliio  45433 
Pear  Secretary  Boatright: 

As  a  citic.cn  with  a  license  to  fly  a  private  airplane,  I  seriously  protest 
the  expansion  of  tin-  Hill  Air  Force  base  air  space  for  Super  Sonic  Flight  Training, 

1  own  a  private  business  located  just  Southwest  of  the  proposed  expansion  I 

boundary.  1  own  my  private  plane,  and  do  a  large  amount  of  business  wit.h  it,  1  9 

and  with  this  expansion,  it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  be  able  to  fly  the  only  I 
free  air  space  which  now  exists  over  Nevada,  * 

1  nave  flown  in  and  out  of  Las  Vegas,  and  in  and  out  of  the  Reno  area,  and 
'-eel  that  tiioso  2  restrict'd  air  snares  eie  enough  restriction  on  the  flight  of 
private  aircraft  due  to  the  very  strict  military  policies, 

1  wisn  to  go  on  record  as  opposing  this  expansion. 


<* 
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U.S.  Dapertment  ot  Housing  and  Urban  Davaiopmant 

Denver  Regional/Area  CWice,  Region  VUI 
Executive  Tower 
1405  Cui'iis  Street 
Denvei,  Colorado  80202 


October  5,  1983 

Mr.  James  F.  Boatright 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFlC/DEPV 

Wr ight-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  OH  45433 

r  ■  -  ' 

Oear  Mr.  Boatright: 

We  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  the  Gandy  Range,  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah,  and  find  that  the 
r-aoient  adequately  addresses  our  area  of  concern. 

In  several  instances  the  EIS  refers  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  ] 

Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  noise  criteria  and  standards.  ' 

A1 though  .the  references  are  technically  correct,  we  would  like  to 
clarify  the  reference  found  on  page  37  of  the  Draft  EIS.  The 
reference  states: 

"Day-night  average  sound  levels  below  55  decibels  are  considered 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  to  have  no  effect 
on  public  health  and  welfare,  and  sound  levels  below  65  decibels 
are  completely  acceptable  for  residential  purposes  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  HUO." 

Even  though  HUO  does  not  require  noise  attenuation  measures  for 
r, nosing  developments  which  have  external  noise  exposures  of  65  DNl  or  less; 
i  :  s  a  Department  goal  that  exterior  noise  levels  do  not  exceed  a  day-night 
■ye  sound  level  of  55  decibels.  This  level  corresponds  with  that 
■ Mi  shed  by  the  EPA  as  a  goal  for  outdoor  residential  areas;  however, 
goal  does  not  take  into  account  cost  or  feasibility.  Therefore, 
r  the  purposes  of  determining  HUO's  partici pation  in  housing  developments, 

■  with  a  noise  level  of  65  DNL  and  below  are  considered  acceptable 
i.  FR  Pa  rt  51  . 1  01  ) . 

Than k  you  very  much. 


Sincerely, 


Director 

Office  of  Community  Planning 
and  Development,  8C 
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TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING,  HO  AFLC/DEPV,  WRIGHT-PATTER30N  APB,  OH  45433  DATE- 

0 .  VrvKfcVo  s  sfov.QM U  jj^ukiLk^  1S3H13-.  (Name,  address)  I 

1  recently  learned  oPthe  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into  a  supersonic  1 

operations  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day  extension  ip~£he  comment  I  l 

period,  from  Oct.  14  to  Dec.  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the^Air  F^rce  I 

hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah. Thank  you.  Sincerely',  1 


Signature 
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November  £1,  1963 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 

I  am  concerriea  aDout  the  physical  "and  mental- 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  (?artoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
nundred  and  twenty  <1£0>.  Df  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  Uiq  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.* 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  Of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  rny  represent  at  i  ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerel y. 
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Toa  Commanding  Officer,  Hill  Air  Force  Base 

Rei  Proposed  Testing  and  Training.  Areas  for  the  F— 16 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  Jk  Oppose  the,  proposed 
Air  Force  use  of  this  area  for  testing  and.  training  the  F— 16'. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental  health  of  my 
family.  I  arn  concerned  about  the  possible  detrimental  effects  on 
our  environment  and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and  school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public  school  with  an 
enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the  vicinity  affected  by  the 
Southern  ellipse,  the  population  of  the  combined  towns  of 
Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one  hundred  and 
twenty  (ISO).  Of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  (ISO)  people  in  the 
valley,  the  DEIS  counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people. 

•  *  *•* 

1  want  to  go  on' record  a*  strongly  opposing  the  proposed  use 
of  the  new  super-sonic  testing  areas. 


Sincerely, 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


ER  83/ 109b 


ornct  of  the,  secretary 
ofmc.i;  or  environmental  project  review 

Room  (i88,  RiuIihiiK  <*7 
l>envri  l  eilotal  Conti'i 
Donvi-i,  (Colorado  8022S 


12  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HG  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
Dear  Sirs: 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  Gandy  Range 
Extension  and  Adjacent  Airspace  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training,  Eastern 
Nevada  and  Western  Utah.  We  have  the  following  comments. 

FI ight  Airspace 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  states  that  aircraft  are  not  prohibited 
from  use  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  portion,  but  the  proposed  action  may 
increase  the  potential  for  conflict  between  military  flights  and  civilian 
aircraft.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  conducts  numerous  resource 
flights,  fire  preverilion/detection  and  suppression  flights  in  the  affected  area- 

-g  During  the  fire  season,  detection  and  suppression  activities  in  the  area  include 
the  use  of  helicopters,  air  tankers  and  smokejumpers .  It  is  the  BLM's  concern 
that  fire  suppression  activities  by  air  may  be  limited  due  to  an  increase  in 
military  aircraft,  which  would  affect  the  Bureau's  fire  program. 

It  is  stated  in  4. 3. 1.2  that  in  increased  usage  of  military  aircraft  may  make 
the  area  less  attractive  to  other  pilots.  This  may  be  true  for  civilian  pilots, 
but  the  Bureau  has  public  land  management  responsibilities  that  will  require  use 
of  the  airspace.  When  fires  occur  and  aircraft  are  being  used,  it  may  be 
necessary  to  establish  an  Airspace  Restriction  for  all  aircraft. 

Impacts  to  non-military  flights  within  the  proposed  airspace  need  to  be  more 
fully  addressed.  The  Ely  District  BLM  is  charged  with  fire  control  within  the 
proposed  airspace,  including  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation.  Will  the  BLM  be 
allowed  to  fly  air  reconnaissance  after  lightning  storms  or  would  flights  have 
00  to  be  scheduled  around  military  maneuvers?  Would  the  BLM  be  allowed  to  perform 
unscheduled  emergency  flights  for  fire  suppression  activities?  Delays  in 
locating  and  suppressing  wildfires  can  lead  to  undesirable  resource  and  property 
damage.  Would  all  non-emergency  BLM  flights  have  to  be  scheduled  in  advance? 
What  safety  precautions  would  be  followed  to  prevent  collisions? 

101  I  What  is  the  current  minimal  level  airspace  for  military  aircraft  operations? 

I  F-16s  have  frequently  been  observed  500  feet  above  the  terrain  and  lower. 
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Pago  37,  Item  4. 1.2.1,  second  paragraph:  Any  overflights  below  5,000  AGL 
could  present  conflicts  with  the  BLM  doing  Wilderness  Study  Area  surveillance 
in  the  Goshute  and  Deep  Creek  Mountains  or  with  helicopters/planes  which  may 
be  involved  with  fire-fighting  efforts  in  the  airspace.  Conflicts  occurred  with 
F-16  jets  on  the  Ferguson  Mountain  fire  during  the  summer  of  1983. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources 

The  environmental  assessment  presents  some  data  on  studies  of  sonic  booms  on 
several  wildlife  species.  However,  there  appears  to  be  a  considerable  gap  in 
the  data  available  on  its  effects  on  a  wide  variety  of  species,  and  on  the  effects 
102  l°n9~term  exposure  and  sub-level  responses  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  summary. 

It  is  known  there  may  be  a  wide  range  of  responses  to  external  stimuli  between 
species  and  between  individuals  of  the  same  species.  The  overall  effect  of 
long-term  exposure  to  sonic  booms  should  be  further  explored. 

There  are  several  locations  in  and  immediately  adjacent  to  the  proposed  extended 
range  for  supersonic  flight  that  are  important  habitats  to  many  species  of  high 
Federal  interest  besides  those  you  address  in  the  assessment.  Fish  Springs 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  immediately  adjacent  to  Dugway  Proving  Ground  and 
shares  a  common  boundary.  Fish  Springs  is  an  important  nesting  and  resting 
habitat  for  migratory  waterfowl  and  shorebirds.  Blue  Lake,  south  of  Wendover, 
and  other  important  waterfowl  and  other  wildlife  habitats  are  found  in  the 
proposed  extension.  These  desert  areas  are  critical  to  desert  wildlife  populations. 

I  The  over  pressures  created  by  supersonic  flights  could  be  expected  to  carry 
through  aquatic  habitats  to  some  extent.  The  Federally  listed  endangered 
^  lahonton  cutthroat  trout(Salmo  clarki  henshawi)  is  found  in  a  small  stream  on 
' I  Pilot  Peak  near  the  range  extension  and  the  sensitive  Bonneville  cutthroat  trout 
I  (Sal mo  clarki  Utah)  in  several  small  streams  in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains.  Their 
|  habitats  are  extremely  limited  and  these  species  could  be  subject  to  external 
stresses. 

The  EI5  should  address  the  planned  bighorn  sheep  transplant  by  the  Utah  Division 
of  Wildlife  Resources  (UDWR)  into  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains.  While  studies  quoted 
on  page  46,  paragraph  3  of  the  EIS  indicated  that  sonic  booms  created  minimal 
impacts  or  disturbance  to  bighorn  sheep,  these  studies  were  done  on  an  established  8  10  * 
104  population.  Impacts  to  a  transplanted  population  could  likely  be  much  greater'  | 

since  newly  introduced  animals  are  much  more  susceptible  to  disturbance.  The 
proposed  action  could  decrease  the  chances  for  a  successful  bighorn  sheep 
transplant  and  should  be  further  documented. 

The  proposed  action,  if  approved,  would  be  a  good  opportunity  to  study  and 
evaluate  the  impacts  on  nesting,  breeding  and  brood-rearing  raptors.  Raptor 
breeding  activitiy  and  nesting  success,  particularly  for  bald  eagles,  prairie 
105  falcons,  red-tailed  hawks  and  great-horned  owls,  has  been  documented  over  the 
past  4  to  5  years  by  BLM  and  UDWR.  Good  baseline  data  exist  for  the  area. 

Such  a  monitoring  study  should  be  adopted  as  a  mitigating  measure.  The  concert 
tration  of  nesting  raptors  in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  is  important  and  should 
be  protected. 
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Considering  the  need  for  supersonic  flight  training,  the  relatively  unknown 
effect  of  some  booms  on  fish,  wildlife  and  their  habitats  over  the  short  and 
long  term,  and  the  proximity  of  unique  habitats  in  and  adjacent  to  the  extended 
range,  the  fish  and  Wildlife  service  (FWS)  recommends  the  Air  Force  and  FWS 
work  together  to  study  the  effects  of  short  and  long  term  sonic  boom  intrusions 
to  f i sh  and  wildlife. 

Recreation 

The  BLI-I  is  seriously  concerned  that  sonic  impacts  would  degrade  the  sense  of 
isolation  experienced  by  visitors  to  the  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs),  as  well 
as  affecting  residents  and  travelers  in  the  area.  The  Air  Force  should  be  - 

•  I3li  aware  that  all  three  WSAs  in  the  proposed  area  (Goshute  Peak,  Bluebell,  and  " 

295  Deep  Creek)  are  currently  under  consideration  to  be  recommended  to  Congress  for  295 
wilderness  designation.  The  Governor  of  Utah  has  expressed  his  interest  and 
priority  for  such  designation.  In  the  event  these  areas  are  designated  as 
wilderness,  BLM  will  probably  seek  to  restrict  activities  which  would  detract 
from  the  sense  of  isolation.  1 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DE I S .  More  specific  comments  are 
enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  F.  Stewart 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 

Enclosure : 

Specific  Comments 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  GRANDY  RANGE  DEIS 


1.  Page  V,  item  b:  If  Wendover,  Utah  and  West  Wendover,  Nevada  (immediately 
north  of  the  proposed  supersonic  test  space)  will  experience  sonic  booms,  many 
more  than  350  people  will  be  affected,  considering  the  resident  population  and 
tourism.  Figure  9.0  on  page  52  shows  that  this  could  occur.  Also,  the  noise 
analysis  assumes  an  average  elevation  of  5,000  feet  MSI  or  below  for  people 
exposed  to  noise,  but  the  analysis  here  doesn't  consider  people  or  wildlife  at 
higher  elevation  (e.g.,  users  of  W$As)  that  would  be  disturbed.  What  available 
data  indicates  wildlife  and  domestic  animals  demonstrate  limited  response  and 
no  nestling  death  or  eyrie  abandonment  when  subjected  to  sonic  booms?  Was  the 
testing  done  in  this  general  region  or  somewhere  else? 

2.  Because  of  a  variety  of  factors  mentioned  within  the  Draft  EIS,  the  impact 

of  the  sonic  booms  on  the  local  population  may  be  greater  than  that  analyzed: 

a.  On  page  V  it  is  assumed  that  people  within  the  proposed  airspace 

live  at  or  below  5,000  feet.  Six  thousand  feet  would  probably  be  a 

closer  average, 

b.  On  page  9  it  is  stated  that  limited  use  of  the  proposed  airspace 

by  other  supersonic  aircraft  will  create  sonic  booms  of  greater  intensity. 

c.  On  page  II  it  is  stated  that  maximum  usage  for  supersonic  flight 
within  the  area  will  occur  frequently. 

d.  On  page  16  it  is  stated  that  the  volume  of  training  may  increase 
over  present  levels. 

e.  Page  38  mentions  the  "afterburner  light-off"  which  can  sound  like 
a  sonic  boom.  What  is  the  decibel  level? 

f.  Page  39  mentions  the  focus  booms  (with  two  to  five  times  the 
peak  nominal  overpressure)  and  the  secondary  booms. 

3.  Page  29,  item  3.1.2:  The  Goshute  Mountains  are  higher  than  the  7,800 
foot  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  described  here. 

4.  Page  32,  item  3.1.3:  The  Goshute  Mountains  definitely  have  a  forested 
cover  of  both  pi nyon- juniper  and  subalpine  vegetation,  such  as  white  fir, 
bristlecone,  etc. 


Jill 
|  1  6  4 


5.  Page  32,  item  3.1.4:  The  area  is  a  major  migratory  route  for  raptors,  I 

and  research  of  this  aspect,  which  has  occurred  for  the  past  five  years,  is  I 
an  annual  event  in  the  Goshute  Mountains.  Documentation  on  this  raptor  nvigra-  I 
tion  area  indicates  that  this  may  be  the  single  largest  concentration  within  | 
the  West.  ■ 

6.  Page  32,  item  3. 1.4.2  (American  Peregrine  Falcon):  This  discussion  should! 

include  more  information.  The  historic  eyrie  mentioned  in  the  area  of  Wendover  E  1  1 
is  near  Montello.  However,  the  best  historic  site  in  Nevada  for  potential  I 
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peregrine  reintroduction  is  below  the  proposed  supersonic  airspace.  This  site 
has  been  recommended  in  the  Wells  Resource  Management  Plan  as  an  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern  of  6,200  acres  to  16,200  acres.  Reintroduction  may  occur 
within  the  next  2  or  3  years.  This  is  a  major  omission,  even  though  it  is 
said  that  there  will  be  no  impact  (pages  51-53,  item  4.1.3).  In  addition,  a 
peregrine  falcon  was  observed  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  supersonic 
airspace  during  the  summer  of  1983  flying  above  the  Goshute  Mountains  higher 
than  the  8, 000- foot  elevation. 

I  1 '  ^a9e  33’  item  4:  Steptoe  Dace  in  Lookout  Spring  (T26N,  R67E,  Sec.  30  NESE) 

12  I  are  located  within  the  proposed  airspace. 

I4I  8.  Page  45,  third  paragraph:  Overflights  resulting  in  sonic  booms  will  have 
I  an  impact  on  individuals  using  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (USAs). 

9.  Page  52-53,  item  4.1.3:  It  may  be  incorrect  to  say  that  there  are  no  adverse 
impacts  to  wildlife.  It  should  be  stated  that  the  effects  are  not  known  or  are 
poorly  documented.  EPA  states  that  they  cannot  prove  that  sonic  booms  definitely 
hurt  animals.  Particular  impacts  to  wildlife  may  occur  from  the  sonic  booms: 

a.  Signal  interference  may  occur.  Animals  use  vocal  calls  to  show 
alarm,  and  to  recognize  mates,  young,  territory,  danger  and  food.  If 

,c  these  sounds  are  masked,  care  of  young,  mating,  preaator  detection, 

prey  detection,  and  spacing  for  optimum  population  can  be  disrupted. 

b.  Nest  abandonment  may  occur.  Sane  grouse  especially  have  difficulty 
staying  on  a  nest  during  a  disturbance.  Populations  are  not  healthy 
enough  to  withstand  even  a  slight  decrease  in  nesting  success. 

c.  Physiological  impacts  can  occur.  The  added  stress  to  an  animal 
from  the  sonic  booms  could  decrease  the  animal's  ability  to  withstand 
additional  stress  and  thus  impair  chances  for  survival. 

16  I  10.  Page  53,  paragraph  1:  There  are  documented  sitings  of  peregrine  falcons 
I  in  the  Goshute  Mountains.  What  about  the  impact  of  raptors  in  jet  engines? 

11.  Page  54,  item  4.1.5:  This  section  requests  that  private  pilots  file  a 

j  pre-flight  plan  with  the  Air  Force  and  states  that  aircraft  are  not  always 
monitored  by  the  299th  Communications  Squadron  radar.  It  would  reduce  con¬ 
flicts  if  the  F-16  pilots  would  always  fly  above  5,000  feet  AGL . 

ig  [  12.  Page  57,  last  sentence:  If  training  doesn't  occur  over  the  mountains, 

I  such  as  the  Goshutes,  then  why  is  the  area  drawn  in  as  the  northern  ellipse? 


13.  Pages  57-59,  item  4.3.2. 1  and  Figure  10.0:  The  Bluebell  and  Goshute  Peak  I 

WSAs  are  not  shown  or  discussed,  and  the  EIS  does  not  analyze  impacts  on  these  | 

areas.  Refer  also  to  page  34,  item  3. 1.5. 4:  This  section  states  that  recrea¬ 
tion  is  related  to  the  area's  unspoiled  nature;  this  is  true  of  t’ne  Goshutes,  also.! 
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lb.  The  following  should  be  used  as  a  reference  as  it  summarizes  the  most 
wa^not'l  i'ste^^^theHuraf^ElS^Mbl  iography!  *  ^  1971  and  198°‘  U 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1980  Effects  of 

Animals  Review  of  Researj^ff^- 

^fnnt^T Do?ri  !55°/9:8-100-  Office  of  N olTObTtemelvt 
and  Conttol,  Washington  D.C. 

4  I  Manaae,rpntreJ?renCe  sourcf  "hich  might  be  consulted  include  the  Wells  Resource 

4 1  ESH«  F 

oislmcc,  and  bold  Hill  RlrP,  prepared  by  the  Salt  Lake  District. 

!7'„  1,1  ^e^rua^,’  1982’  Murray  Sant  at  Hill  AFB  (2849  ABG/DEEXX)  was  sent 
21  Inventory  wh?ch  identifi'od^he^'  !?el-S  Resource  Area  Peregrine  Falcon  Habitat 
Pote,S  fo^reintroducUon.'9  "m°r’C  Pere9nne  fal“"  eyries 
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INTER-TRIBAL  COtklL  OF  NEVADA  4J 


PHONE  (7021  329-3955 

650S.  ROCK  BOULEVARD  SUITE  11  !  *  RENO,  NEVADA  89602 

P.O„  *feox  7440,  'Tteno,  NV.  89510 

.  "  > 

»  ,  .1 

t  T December  1,  1983 


Public  Affairs  Office 
OO-ALC/FA 

Hill  AFB,  Utah  84056 
Dear  Sirs s 


f 


The  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Nevada,  Inc.  whose  governing 
body  is  comprised  of  25  federally  recognized  tribal  groups 
strongly  endorse  the  attached  resolution,  which  will  support 
the  concerns  of  the  Goshute  Reservation  and  rural  Nevadans  in 
their  quest  to  halt  the  proposed  encroachment  over  and  upon 
Nevada  land  areas. 

Please  give  this  resolution  your  utmost  consideration 
when  dealing  with  the  issue  and  keep  us  informed  as  to  the 
progress . 

Sincerely, 


Eugene  W.  Pasqua 
Executive  Director 


DWF;cf 


Attaclment 


D-169. 


RESOLUTION 

OF 

INTER-TRIBAL  COUNCIL  OF  NEVADA,  INC. 


ITCN-83— 29 


WHEREAS,  the  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Nevada,  Inc.  is  a  Nevada  corporation 
representing  the  twenty-three  (23)  Indian  tribes  of  Nevada  whose 
purpose  is  to  promote  and  protect  the  economic,  social  and  physical 
well  being  of  the  Indian  population  of  Nevada,  Inc.,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Executive  Board  of  the  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Nevada,  Inc.  is 

the  governing  body  of  the  corporation  and  is  comprised  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  twenty-three  federally  recognized  tribes  in  the  state  of  Nevada, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  proposes  to  establish  a  Supersonic  J 

Operations  Area  (SOA)  on  the  Nevada/Utah  border  in  Elko  and  White  Pine 
Counties,  and 

WHEREAS,  this  (SOA)  would  cover  approximately  twenty  nine  hundred  (2,900)  square 
miles  of  Sana  that  is  inhabited  by  over  three  hundred  and  fifty  (350) 
people  including  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation  which  will  be  directly 
under  the  SOA,  and 

the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  adequately  notify  the  inhabitants  within  the 
SOA,  so  that  they  could  voice  their  concerns  regarding  this  proposed  SOA,  and 

the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  is  inadequate  in  its 
determination  of  the  long  term  effects  on  the  people,  public  safety, 
public  health,  wilderness  and  wildlife  of  the  proposed  SOA,  and 

WHEREAS,  Dr.  Richard  Bargen  aka  "The  Flying  Doctor"  and  the  group  known  as  the 

Concerned  Rural  Nevadans  have  initiated  a  lawsuit  against  the  Ain  Force 
in  hopes  that  the  Air  Force  will  reconsider  or  halt  their  plans  for 
restricting  this  air  space  in  Eastern  Nevada  especially  directly  over 
the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation. 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Executive  Board  of  the  Inter-Tribal  Council 
of  Nevada,  Inc.  fully  supports  the  efforts  of  Dr.  Richard  Bargen  and 
the  Concerned  Rural  Nevadans  in  their  quest  to  halt  the  United  States 
Air  Force's  encroachment  over  and  upon  additional  Nevada  land  areas 
which  include  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation. 


|  1  22 
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FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Nevada,  Inc.  will  support 
the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation  should  Goshute  initiate  separate  legal 
action  on  its  own  behalf  against  the  Air  Force. 


CERTIFICATION 


1  he  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  at  a  duly  called  meeting  of  the  Inter-Tribal 

Council  of  Nevada  Executive  Board,  held  on  the _ 19Gh _ day  of  November _ , 

1983,  at  Nono,  Nevada  by  an  affirmative  vote  of  15 _ for;  p~  against;  and, 

0  abstentions. 


William  Rosse,  Sr.,  Secretary 
ITCN  Executive  Board 


) 
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JUAB  COUNTY 

THE  KEY  COUNTY  OP 
CENTRAL.  UTAH 


/LrO  cC 


/Jo  CuJjc 


Cv'V 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS  NEPH1.  UTAH  babas 

Joseph  A.  Bernini,  Chairman 
Cl inn  A.  Morgan 

R.  Roscoe  Garrett  December  12,  1933 


Stat  _ 

State  Capitol  EuiTQIt 
Salt  Lake  City^JJ -trSfi  84  IT? 

At  ijx-. 


on 


Regarding:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Establishment  of  the  Candy  Range  Extension 
And  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area 
l-'or  Supersonic  Flight  Training 


Dear  Crn'ornor  Mat he son: 


The  Juab  County  Commission  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  us  published  by  the  Department  o£  the  Air  Force.  Wo  have  the 
following  comments  regarding  the  manner  in  which  the  Draft  EIS  was  circulated 
tor  review  and  our  reaction  to  material  in  the  document  itself: 


123 

< 

124 

125  | 

126  j 


1) 


2) 


The  notification  of  public  officials  was  inadequate.  The  Juab 
County  Commission  learned  of  the  public  information  hearing 
only  the  day  before  it  was  held  in  Ibapah,  Tooele  County.  Any¬ 
thing  as  significant  an  this  issue  should  nave  been  presented  in 
each  of  the  counties  where  supersonic  activities  would  occur. 

Juab  County  contains  a  large  portion  of  the  proposed  supersonic 
range  and  has  a  substantial  number  of  citizens  who  would  be 
impacted.  It  was  stated  by  the  Air  Force  at  the  Ibapah  hearing, 
that  they  have  provided  news  releases  to  public  agencies  regarding 
the  range.  We  would  he  interested  in  a  copy  of  the  list  of  public 
agencies  in  whom  notification  was  sent,  particularly  if  Juab  County 
was  included. 


1  2  3 


In  the  Air  Force  DrafL  EIS  it  is  stated  that  of  125  booms  to  be 
created  per  day,  between  30  and  38  would  reach  the  ground.  At 
the  hearing,  the  Air  Force  assured  us  that  38  would  be  a  worst 
case  situation.  Is  there  any  reason  we  should  expect  less  than 
what  the  Air  Force  is  asking  us  to  accept?  We  believe  the  public 
is  entitled  to  know  what  magnitude  of  sonic  blast  the  aircraft  is 
capable  of  producing  at  minimum  altitude  and  maximum  velocity. 

A 1  sc' ,  how  far  will  sonic  booms  be  heard  at  both  the  upper  and  lower 
altitude  limits  of  the  range? 


1  2  4 

12  6 
1  26 
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Dr. lit  MS  -  dandy  Range 


It  is  our  understanding  that  the  11. S.  Nnvv  is  requesting  5,600 
square  miles  for  a  supersonic  training  range  in  Central  Nevada. 
What  steps  are  being  taken  by  the  Department  of  Defense  to  coord¬ 
inate  the  activities  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Navy,  the  Army,  etc. 
to  prevent  duplication  of  facilities  for  each  branch  of  the 
service?  If  no  measures  have  been  taken  yet,  we  feel  a  regional 
plan  should  identify  what  the  military  intends  to  acquire  over 
the  next  several  years.  This  would  avoid  the  present  piece-meal 
approach  where  the  various  military  groups  come  back  year  after 
year  with  additional  requests. 


A)  Of  primary  concern  to  us  is  the  impact  sonic  booms  will  have  on 
animals  and  humans.  The  Draft  E1S  makes  no  evaluation  of  the 
effects  chat  sustained  bombardment  may  have  to  animal  and  human 
life.  Although  the  report  infers  that  animals  and  humans  may 
become  somewhat  conditioned  to  the  startling  booms,  we  feel  there 
is  inconclusive  evidence  to  verify  that  the  booms  are  not 
detrimental  to  health.  The  statement  in  the  Draft  E1S  that 
"chronic  direct  effects  on  wild  animals  have  not  been  investigated, 
but  no  significant  effects  of  this  kind  are  presently  foreseen" 
seems  somewhat  unsure.  People  at  the  Ibapah  hearing  stated  that 
present  sub-sonic  activities  adversely  affect  their  livestock. 
Supersonic  blasts  are  definitely  perceived  as  more  severe  than 
present  activities. 

Even  though  the  Air  Force,  at  the  Ibapah  hearing  stated  that 
generally,  no  one  person  will  hear  over  one  or  two  booms  per  day, 
what  assurance  do  we  have  of  this,  and  if  we  find  that  the  Air 
Force  has  under  estimated  the  problem,  what  recourse  do  we  have 
once  the  supersonic,  range  is  created  and  in  use? 

5)  There  are  three  schools  located  in  proximity  to  Lhe  proposed 
supersonic  range.  Interruption  of  their  schooling  will  definitely 
have  a  negative  impact  on  the  children's  learning  process  and  is 

an  infringement  on  the  rights  to  the  children  to  a  public  education. 

6)  A  wilderness  area  has  been  proposed  for  the  Deep  Creek  Range 
southeast  of  Ibapah.  Ihe  daily  bombardment  from  the  training 
range  is  not  consistent  wiLh  Lite  original  intent  of  creating  the 
wilderness  area. 

7)  Another  issue  is  that  of  migratory  birds.  The  Gandy  -  Ibapah 

area  contains  a  large  number  of  migratory  birds  and  resident  raptors. 
The  Draft  E1S  fails  to  adequately  address  known  or  perceived  impacts 
sonic  booms  will  have  on  those  protected  species. 

8)  Safety  considerations  are  a  concern.  The  Gandy  MOA  was  created  for 
■joint  civilian  and  military  use  of  airspace,  .let  aircraft  operating 
in  the  airspace  have  been  restricted  to  sub— sonic  speeds  with  the 
idea  that  civilian  and  military  pilots  could  see  each  other  and 
avoid  collisions.  If  jcL  aircraft  are  now  allowed  to  operate  at 
supersonic  speeds,  the  see  and  avoid  concept  for  avoiding  collisions 
is  impractical.  Closure  rates  between  the  two  classes  of  aircraft 
would  be  much  too  rapid  for  avoidance  responses.  As  there  are 
inhabited  areas  beneath  the  proposed  range,  this  could  be  a  severe 
hazard  to  persons,  animals  or  property. 
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lira  1  L  LIS  -  Gandy  Kan"f 

9)  In  addition  to  the  creation  of  the  supersonic  training  area 

within  the  Gandy  MOA,  it  has  also  been  learned  that  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  proposed  to  create  a  restricted  area  142 

over  most  of  the  Gandy  range.  The  Juab  County  Commission  is 
opposed  to  the  creation  of  any  such  restricted  airspace  until 
public  information  meetings  are  held  with  residents  that  live 
beneath  the  proposed  restricted  area  and  with  resident  pilots 
who  utilize  the  airspace  that  is  proposed  to  be  restricted. 

In  conclusion,  we  have  carefully  monitored  comments  at  the  public 
hearings  and  based  on  both  public  sentiment  and  the  several  questions 
we  feel  are  still  unanswered,  we  must  oppose  the  creation  of  a  supersonic 
training  area  within  the.  Gandy  MOA. 

In  addition,  we  have  received  the  following  attached  petition  from 
concerned  citizens  who  live,  under  or  near  the  proposed  supersonic  train¬ 
ing  area  and  we,  as  a  County  Commission  endorse  that  petition. 

Respectfully  yours, 

<5L  Qxa. 

Juab  County  Commission 

JCC/kdl 

ft:  State  Planning  Coordinators  Office 

State  Clearinghouse  A-95 
116  State  Capitol  building 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84114 

Utah  State  Senator  Jake  Gam. 

4201  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Bldg. 

Washington,  D.C.  20510 


{ 


Utah  SLnte  Senator  Orin  Hatch 
4].l  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg. 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 


Environmental  Planning 
ftQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wr ighr.-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio 


45433 


Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Utah  State  Office 

University  Club  Building 

136  Last  South  Temple 

Salt  Luke  City,  Utah  84111 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
]>.  0.  Box  28 
Llko,  NV  89801 


<V*^ ,  • 
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Draft  LIS  -  Candy  Range 

Utah  Division  of  Wildlife.*  Resources 
1  b 9 6  WesL  North  Temple.* 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84116 

Nevada  State  Planning  Coordinator 
Capitol  Complex 
Carson  City,  NV  89710 


) 
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Lahontan  Audubon  Society,  Inc. 

Post  Office  Box  2304 
Reno,  Nevada  89505 
(702)  329-8766 


October  10,  1983 

Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright- Patterson  APB,  OH  45433 
re;  Gandy  Range  Extension  DEIS 


Dear  Sir; 

•„«  are  appalled  at  such  a  peer  analysis  of  the  l.paot  on  wildlife  and 
Nevada  wilderness  in  the  DEIS. 

Specifically  m  regards  to  raptors.  the  Goshute  Bonntains  are  host  to 
one  of  the  largest  concentrations  of  varied  raptors  in  the  United  States. 
During  the  six  week  fall  migration,  raptors  are  funneled  through  the 
Goshute  Mountain  passes  as  they  leave  the  Great  Salt  Lake  area.  ey 
are  concentrated  here  due  to  thermal  uplifts,  food  art  nesting  sites. 

I  The  raptors  are  concentrated  in  such  nn.ters  and  varieties  that  the 
4  I  Nevada  BLM  and  the  USFWS  collect  and  hand  at  this  site  every  fa  1. 

I  (Refer  to  the  Wells  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS,  p.  >j) ■ 

I  super  sonic  operations  in  the  North  Ellipse  will  Impact  all  these  raptors 
133  I  and  other  wildlife.  On  page  32  you  state  that  "only  the  held  eagle 
1  frequents  the  area  of  the  proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace". 
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We  al:;o  lake  exception  with  your  statement  that  the  only  Impact  will 
he  from  sonic  booms.  If  low  level  "war  games"  occur  as  proposed  in  the 
text,  and  if  they  are  similiar  to,  if  not  actually  part  of,  the  Red 
Flag  operations  out  of  Nellis,  then  direct  bird-aircraft  collisions 
will  occur-  The  Nellis  war  games  operations  have  been  observed  numerous 
times,  and  are  recommended  to  occur,  by  the  Air  Force,  at  extremely  low 
elevations. 

The  DEIS  states  there  are  no  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA)  in  the  Nevada 
study  area.  Totally  included  in  the  proposed  supersonic  area  is  Goshute 
Peak  WSA,  which  was  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness 
31  Presez-vation  System  in  BLM’s  Wells  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  and  EIS, 
May,  1983*  This  area  is  also  strongly  supported  by  Lahontan  Audubon 
Society.  The  supersonic  operations  area  is  adjacent  to  the  South  Fequop 
and  Bluebell.  WSA's,  which  have  also  received  recommendations  from  the 
BLM  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  System. 

Although  this  proposal  does  not  propose  to  expand  the  boundries  of  the 
dOA ,  just  to  intensify  it,  we  feel  there  should  be  a  regional  analysis 
and  plan  for  airspace  allocation.  With  proposals  recently  made  public 
134  by  t'ne  Air  Force  and  Navy,  over  30  percent  cf  the  airspace  over  Nevada 
is  usurped  for  military  use.  This  has  occured  without  public  input  or 
the  opportunity  to  comment.  We  feel  there  should  be  public  hearings  in 
Nevada  and  Utah  on  this  specific  proposal  and  on  the  larger  issue  of 
adequate  and  fair  allocations  of  the  public  airspace. 


Sincere  ly , 


d-  thiWidwi-cA^ 


Janet  C.  Meierdierck 
President 
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PAUL  i-AXALY 


COMMITTCC  ON  APPRCPi’  AT  ICNS 
COMMITTEE  ON  J'jOK'AnY 


'TUCnUcb  Senate 

WASHINGTON.  D  C.  *0310 

November  14,  1983 


3  1  3  RuSiCU.  Of'  id  OuiUOiNO 
(202)  224-3 342 

Carson  errv  op  fic*i 
703  No"th  Sr*cTT 

(702)  e«J-!9J0 

t»A»  OF-ICSl 

»Q  L A»  Vi&U  OuvO.,  S^TTM 
(702)  303-63'*/ 

■  cno  arret-. 

300  Booth  Srterr 

(702)  704-530 • 


Dear  LTCOL  Main: 

Attached  please  find  a  copy  of  a  letter  signed  by 
Mr.  Sill  Vincent,  Southern  Coordinator  for  Citizen  Alert 
regarding  the  Draft  EIS  for.  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  for  supersonic  flight 
training. 

Mr.  Vincent  raises  several  questions  and  concerns 
which  appear  valid. 

Would  you  please,  send  me  a  copy  of  your  response  to 
his  letter  to  my  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  office.  I  have 
asked  my  Regional  Assistant,  Ace  Robison,  in  Las  Vegas 
to  follow-up  on  this  matter.  Please  direct  any 
correspondence  to  his  attention. 


PAUL  LAXALt 
U.S.  Senator 


PL/r  s 


Enclosure 


LTCOL  Don  R.  Main 
HG  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base 
Ohio  45433 


D-1 79 


November  li,  1383 


Dr  .. 

wo  ild  like  to  make  kriowri  to  you  that  1 
op  i.  ■  -■  th  *  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 

ft...  .■  it  i  ruj  and  training  the  F—16. 

I  a.:  concerned  about  the  physical  'ahd  mental. 
J  i «.- •  i ':  ■!  i  -  of  iv  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
pi- detrimental  effects  on  our  onvirorirntrit 
ai.j  ;  vvel  Jiood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 

structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 

school. 

Vi-iis  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
scti..M. .  1  with  an  enro  llment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvvd.-.’  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hui.dr-..d  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
arid  verity  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  <15)  people.' 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super- 

son  n  vesting  areas. 

appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
u;. .  iv.flaor.ee  to  try-  and  stop  these 

pi- ...  ,  .  ...-rl  pi.ans. 


Sincerely, 


D-18Q 


1 


November  £1,  1383 


Dear  vi.'; 1 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F~l£. 

---  am  uGf iLtr  riud  about  trie  physical  and  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  out'  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 


This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <5iZt).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
tJvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (ISO.  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <lc<2)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.'  v  v 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try"  and  step  these 
proposed  plans. 


S i ncere 1 y , 

0  /  1  y  y 

C.. -C&  f  .y  ■ 
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FPept,  of  A I R  Force 
E-NVI RoNMEKttau  ~P LAHW tNCr 
H  Q-  AFLc  -  J>etv 

\ft/Ric-UT  Pattfusov  /\FD. 
Ohio  vsy 33 

Sirs  .* 


Arthur  X  Majfwjki 

Lj  8  Bog  W«/Tf  W AT 
Re/vo,  A/e  vaj>a  5*9  So"X 


fO  -  22-  83. 


X  Afy  GPPose  2>  To  THE  A  l  R  P orcF  TAKING 

More  oF  oup.  {\Jevava  airs  pace  FoR  its 

Private  osf. 

-Thahr  Yo  u 
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October  10,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH 


45433 


X  have  just  received  word  from  personal  friends  in  tile 
eastern  part  of  our  state,  and  from  Citizen  Alert,  which 
monitors  military  take-over  of  Nevada  lands  for  us, 
that  you  are  currently  in  the  middle  of  the  process  of 
pre-empting  yet  another  area  of  Nevada's  air  space  for 
your  purposes,  namely,  supersonic  operations. 

As  one  who  has  long  been  involved  with  caring  for  j 

Nevada's  land  and  water,  X  want  to  join  now  with  others 
in  formally  requesting  a  60-day  extension  of  the 
comment  period  on  the  DEIS  which  you  have  apparently 
developed  in  secret. 

It  is  outrageous  that  citizens  of  this  state  are  the 
last  to  learn  about  your  intentions. 

We  do  understand  that  the  Governor's  office  has  known 
about  this  new  usurpation  for  some  time,  but  you  need 
not  assume  that  your  informing  that  office  will 
necessarily  "trickle  down"  to  the  rest  of  us.  In  this 
case,  it  has  not.  And  it  is  your  obligation  by  law 
to  let  concerned  citizens  know  your  intentions  to 
change  current  regulations  of  our  land,  air,  and  water. 

We  have  become  familiar  out  here  with  a  kind  of 
arrogance  regarding  public  opinion  that  seems  par  for 
the  Air  Force,  but  we  are  not  yet  willing  to  relinquish 
civilian  control  over  military  which  is  basic  to  the 
American  concept  of  democratic  government. 

Sincerely, 


D-l  33 


November  £1,  1383 


Dear 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I  v 

oppose  the  proposed  fiir  Force  use  of  this  area  } 

for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

1  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  or,  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
schoo 1 . 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
schoo]  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  bv  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun,  1 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 

hundred  and  twenty  (130).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  (130)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people. 

I  want  to  yo  on  recor'd  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 


I  appeal  to  you  as  my  represent at i ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerely, 


) 
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November  £1 


1963 


Dear 


I  would  like  to  make  ki'iown  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 


I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  “and  mental- 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  ori  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 


This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  partoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <120)  people  in  the  valley,  the,  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  <15)  people.’ 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  represent at i ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 

.  /  . 


Sincerely, 


V 

A  *  ' 
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November  16,  1983 


Staff  Judge  Advocate 
00-ALC/JA 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  UT  84056 
Dear  Sirs: 

In  response  to  your  announcement  of  DEIS  for  Gandy  Range  Extension 
letter  of  10  November  1983,  I  submit  the  following  observations. 

The  DEIS  addresses  a  prime  problem  of  the  immediately  adjacent  area, 
but  it  fails  to  address  the  area  of  more  local  concern.  With  the  388  TFW 
located  at  Hill,  any  sortie  flown  must  originate  and  terminate  there. 

. g.  |  The  DEIS  should  include  those  areas  subjected  to  high  noise  levels  on  I  1  3  5 
I  takeoff  and  landing. 

I  Regulations  should  be  established  (and  enforced)  to  minimize  noise  levels  I  -j  3  6 
for  the  people  living  south  of  Hill  in  Layton  and  North  Kaysville,  and  I 

north  of  Hill  in  Plain  City,  Warren,  Roy,  and  Riverdale.  1 

II,  for  one,  cannot  understand  why  military  aircraft  must  use  low  level  8  137 
approaches  and  afterburners  for  takeoff  and  landings  when  commercial  | 

aircraft  are  much  quieter.  * 

Perhaps,  in  an  emergency  environment,  that  would  be  permissable,  but  for 
normal  training  sorties  it  seems  unnecessary. 

It  always  seems  that  these  noise  disturbances  occur  at  awkward  times  just 
before  people  are  arising  and  when  they  are  retiring.  Couldn't  low 
noise  approaches  be  implemented  and  the  use  of  afterburners  be  restricted 
in  the  areas  near  Hill? 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

EXECUTIVE  CHAMBER 

Carson  City,  Nevada  89710 

RICHARD  H.  BRYAN  TELEPHONE 

Cov"n‘’'  October  13,  19  83  (702)  865-5670 


James  F.  Boatwright 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  cf  the 

Air  Force 

(Installations,  Environment  and  Safety) 

Environmental  Planning 
NQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 

Re:  SAI  NV  #84300014  Project:  EIS,  Gandy  Range 

Hill  AFB,  Utah 

Dear  Secretary  Boatwright: 


In  reference  to  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and 
Restricted  Airspace  (Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement) , 
please  be  advised  that  the  State  of  Nevada  is  directly  opposed  to 
any  further  airspace  restrictions  or  reclassifications  by  the 
U . S .  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 


The  Air  Force  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic 
training  area  within  the  Gandy  Extension  will  create  further 
restrictions  on  commercial  and  private  aviation  in  Nevada.  It 
should  be  noted  that  7,675  square  miles  of  the  state's  airspace 
are  currently  restricted  and  over  25,000  square  miles  are  now 
categorized  as  military  operating  areas  (MOA).  In  effect,  36.7% 
of  Nevada  airspace  is  under  federal  agency  control  other  than 
normal  FAA  control. 


1  A  2 


Our  concerns  regarding  additional  airspace  restrictions 
also  include  the  potential  for  future  "blocking"  of  large 
airspace  areas  over  the  state.  Historically,  federal  agencies 
have  acted  independently  in  expanding  MOA  boundaries  in  Nevada 
and  the  existing  cumulative  results  have  restricted  the  size  of 
airway  corridors  and  the  ease  of  aviation  access  between  Nevada 
communities  and  adjoining  states. 

In  addition  to  expansion  of  MOA  boundaries,  status  has 
been  changed  without  proper  notification.  On  10  October  1983, 
between  0800-0830  hours,  the  State  of  Nevada  Aircraft  711NV  was 


0-1 87 


uil 


informed  by  FAA ,  Salt  Lake,  that  the  alert  area  of  Nellis  was 
restricted  between  18,000  and  51,  000.  This  amounts  to 
activation  of  the  Continental  Operations  Range  which  was 
previously  opposed  by  the  State.  It  is  my  understanding  that  FAA 
retains  tapes  for  seven  days,  allowing  verification  in  this  case 
up  to  October  17,  1983. 

All  Environmental  Impact  Statements  developed  for 
airspace  use  in  Nevada  should  include  an  examination  of  private 
and  commercial  aviation  impacts.  Baseline  data  should  be 
provided  for  aircraft  flights  under  both  visual  and  instrument 
flight  rules  within  MOA  flight  ceilings;  this  data  was  not 
provided  in  the  Gandy  EIS.  Moreover,  it  is  our  contention  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  must  examine  the  statewide  impacts  of 
any  future  airspace  classification  or  restriction  m  Nevada  and 
that  such  examination  must  include  an  analysis  of  private  and 
commercial  airspace  use  between  and  within  all  designated  MOA's 
in  the  state.  This  analysis  should  be  presented  in  the  final  EISl 
for  the  proposed  Gandy  Range  Extension/supersonic  flight  training! 
area. 

Under  the  authority  of  Presidental  Executive  Order 
12372,  the  above  comments  are  made  from  the  State's  designated 
single  point  of  contact  and  are  presented  as  a  State  Process 
Recommendation.  Please  advise  of  your  actions  to  accommodate  our 
concerns . 


rrl  o  i 


jtium 

RICKARD 

Governor 


RHB/ sc 

c c:  Brent  Eldridge,  Chairmai 

white  Pine  County 


IB  Rif  AN 


J.  L.  Helms,  Director  \ 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA 

State  Office  of  Community  Services 

Capitol  Complex 
CARSON  CITY,  NEVADA  89710 
Telephone  (702>  883-4420 

LINOA  A  RYAN 

October  12,  1983  d'"*cto" 


Mr.  James  F.  Boatright 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
U.S.  Air  Force 

(Installations,  Environment  &  Safety) 

Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 

Re:  SAI  NV  #84300014  Project:  EIS,  Gandy  Range 

Hill  AFB,  Utah 

Dear  Mr.  Boatright: 

Attached  are  the  comments  of  the  Nevada  State  Departments 
of  Transportation  and  wildlife  and  the  State  Divisions  of  Lands 
and  Paries  concerning  the  above  referenced  project. 

These  comments  are  provided  by  the  State  Clearinghouse  as 
an  attachment  to  the  State's  Process  Recommendation  prepared  by 
Governor  Richard  H.  Bryan. 

Sincerely , 


f 

-A. 


LAR/aa 

Enclosures 
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STATE  OF  flEVADA 
OEPHRTfTlEnT  OF  TRflnSPORTATIOn 

1263  SOUTH  STEWART  STREET 
CARSON  CITY,  NEVADA  89712 

October  11,  1983 


TRANSPORTATION  BOARD 

RICHARD  H  BRYAN,  Governor,  Chairman 
BRIAN  McKAY,  Attorney  Genera I 
DARREL  R.  DAINES,  State  Controller 


A.  E.  STONE 
Director 


Linda  A.  Ryan,  Director 
Community  Services 
Attention  John  Walker 
Capitol  Bldg.  Ccnplex 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89710 


IN  HEPI.Y  REFER  TO 


PSD  1.06 


Re:  EIS  GANDY  RANGE 


Dear  Ms.  Ryan: 

We  are  strongly  opposed  to  the  proposed  change  of  the  Gandy  Military 
Operations  Area  (M3A)  from  one  of  ALERT,  where  all  pilots  must  be  alert 
because  of  possible  high  volume  of  training  or  unusual  activity,  to  an 
area  of  HESTRICIICN/Supersonic  where  flight  though  not  wholly  prohibited 
is  often  restricted  or  closed  because  of  unusual  often  invisible  hazards. 

The  impact  upon  aviation  as  a  viable  means  of  transportation  to  the 
nations  fastest  growing  State  has  been  selectively  ignored  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 


a  wav'-  'w'j-  vjicRtci.  icouLiULiuna.  x 

1  route  proposed  by  the  Nevada  Air  System  Plan. 


The  EIS  proposes  an  airspace  extending  frctn  5,000  feet  Above  Ground  1 
139  ^evel  (AGL)  to  approximately  58,000  feet  Mean  Sea  Level.  There  is  also  a  1  3  9 
mention  of  using  valleys  for  pre  combat  evasive  actions,  and  that  a  change  | 
of  a  few  thousand  feet  would  be  permissable.  " 

I  The  above  statements  are  sufficiently  vague  that  we  must  concur  with  I 
the  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association  in  that  flight  will  be  unsafe  1 1  3  2 
at  any  speed  or  altitude.  B 

Historically  the  west  has  been  a  ready  resource  for  land  and  airspace 
to  meet  the  needs  of  Federal  programs  without  fear  of  iitpact.  This  is  no 
longer  true.  A  system  planning  need  exists  whereby  the  various  states 
acting  independently  and  in  ooncert  should  develop  an  air  space  plan 
which  would  meet  their  needs  and  that  of  the  Nation.  This  would  enable 
proper  review  of  existing  and  proposed  MDA’s  in  the  Western  States.  Such 
an  approach  would  place  airspace  and  aviation  on  par  with  other  natural 
resources  and  transportation  modes. 
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Linda  A.  Ryan,  Director 
October  11,  1983 
Page  -2- 

We  are  enclosing  maps  of  Arizona,  Nevada  and  Utah  that  shew  the  extent 
of  MQA's  in  these  three  states. 

The  Nevada  map  demonstrates  the  existing  and  preposed  areas  by 
function  and  existing  airways.  We  feel  this  ably  delineates  the 
impact  upon  aviation  in  Nevada  and  the  need  for  an  air  system  plan  which 
would  meet  the  needs  of  Nevada  and  the  wishes  of  the  many  military 
organizations. 
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Nevada 
Department 

Of 

W  ildl  ife 

IIOO  VALLEY  ROAD  •  P.O.  BOX  10678  •  RENO,  NEVADA  89520-0022 


RICHARD  H.  BRYAN 

Governor 


TELEPHONE  (702)784-8214 


September  27,  1983 


Ms.  Linda  Ryan,  Director 
Office  of  Community  Services 
1100  East  William,  Suite  109 
Carson  City,  NV  89710 

Dear  Linda: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  associated  with  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspaces  which  was  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  (SAI  NV  #84300014) .  The  document  appears  to  have 
addressed  those  concerns  which  our  agency  identified  in  a  letter  dated 
September  30,  1980  which  was  written  in  response  to  a  scoping  process 

I  (SAI  NV  #81200025).  Although  we  continue  to  have  concerns  relative  to  I 
safety  protective  measures  in  areas  of  high  aircraft  use,  we  cannot  I  * 

address  any  firm  conclusions  which  would  support  an  opposition  viewpoint  ! 

|  toward  the  proposed  action.  " 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  the  above  or  feel  a  need  for  further 
input  at  this  time,  please  advise. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM  A.  MOL INI,  DIRECTOR 

Patrick  D.* Coffin 
Acting  Director 

RPMrpu 

cc:  Region  II 
Chief  Pilot 
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A  ddrtw  ftr/ily  In 
Division  of  Siiiir  I  andv 
201  S.  fall  Si  red 
t  'apilol  Complex 
Carson  Cily,  Nevada  K^7 1 0 

STATE  OH  NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT  OI  CONSERVATION  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Division  of  State  Lands 

September  1,  1983 


M  E  M N  D  U  M 

TO:  John  Walker 

Office  of  Community  Services 

FROM:  Pamela  B,  Wilcox,  Administrator^^ 

SUBJECT:  Gandy  Range  Extension  -  SAI  NV  #84300014 

We  have  no  major  objections  to  the  proposed  action,  i.e.,  the 
converting  of  an  existing  Military  Operations  Area  (MOA)  to  allow 
supersonic  flight  training.  Our  objections  are  to  the  larger  question  which 
is  the  federal  government's,  particularly  the  Department  of  Defense, 
blocking  up  vast  areas  for  single  purposes,  and  the  inconveniences  this 
causes  citizens.  Rough  calculations  indicate  that  about  30  percent  of 
Nevada  is  covered  by  military  restrictions  or  MOA's. 

This  is  only  one  of  several  military  airspace  expansions  that  have 
been  proposed  in  the  past  two  years.  The  others  are  associated  with 
Nellis  Air  Force  Base  and  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station.  We  feel  that 
there  should  be  some  statewide  or  regional  (multi-state)  plan  that 
adequately  allocates  airspace  for  military,  commercial  and  civilian  private 
use. 


This  proposal  is  to  block  up  a  total  of  about  5870  square  miles 
(1800  in  Nevada)  for  military  supersonic  operations  (including  the  Northern 
SFA,  Southern  SFA  and  the  Gandy  Range  plus  area).  Although  this  proposal 
is  for  supersonic  flight  at  over  5C00  feet  above  ground,  the  restricted 

I  airspace  is  from  ground  level  to  and  including  58,000  feet  or  eleven  miles 

up.  There  is  no  analysis  of  other  possible  use  of  this  airspace.  |  1  4  2 

PBW:JHM/js 

cc:  Roland  Westergard,  Director 
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TO  01  lice  oi  Conunuiii  ty  Scf  r\t  cos 

Linda  Ryan 


I'KOM 


John  Richards 


,0n  ^  ^ 


hath 


;  09 /12/»J 


Sl'BIW-'l  );1S  -  GANDY  RANG!-’,  MILL  AIR  RORCR  BASK,  UT 


A  quick  review  of  the  U.S.K.S.  -  BIS  for  flic  Gandy  Range  shows 
that  there  will  not  bo  any  impact  on  oi  titer  Cave  Lake  or  Ward 
Willow  Charcoal  ''veils. 

Current  recreational  use  in  the  area  tends  toward  dispersed 
recreational  use  on  an  individual  or  small  group  basis.  Those 
are  activities  where  the  values  of  unspoiled  nature  are 
deliberately  sought  .  The  noise  created  by  sonic  booms  will 
probably  be  annoying  to  recreational  users. 

On  page  2  2  the  BIS  eludes  to  the  fact,  that  pilots  "will 
occasionally  vise  mountains  or  mountain  ranges  for  masking 
purposes."  When  this  happens  the  pilots  arc  flying  considerably 
below  the  9,000'  level  which  will  cause  considerable  annoyance 
to  recreational  users. 

If  the  Hill  Air  1'oi'rt  pilots  are  anything  like  the  Nellis  pilots, 
we  can  exoect  flight  below  the  9,000  ft.  level,  quite  often.  We 
currently  have  military  planes  flying  over  Beaver  Dam,  Kershaw- 
Ryan,  Keho  and  Spring  Valley  often  at  the  100  -  200  ft.  level. 

This  is  .i  considerable  annoyance  to  all  users. 

It  the  military  cr.tt  t  get  out  of  their  flight  zone,  Cave  l.ako  and 
Ward  Willow  are  within  a  few  minutes.  If  this  happens,  we  can 
expect  recreational  users  to  file  complaints  with  Hark  staff. 

We  do  not  set*  any  problems  with  the  extended  boundaries  as  long  I 
as  the  pilots  fly  at  expected  levels  of  altitude  and  at  expected  § 
times  (non-weekend) .  I 

JR: AN : em 
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RICHARD  H  HKYAN 
Governor 


J>TATL  OI  NEVADA 


ROLAND  L>.  WlSllKt.AHI) 
>fa te  Historic  Hreservat  -  i  Oi/icer 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  AND  ARCHEOLOGY 
201  i>.  Fall  Strees 


Capitol  Complex 
Carson  City.  Nevada  89710 
(702)  885-5138 

October  13,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AKLC/DKPV 

Wright -Pat  terson  AFB ,  011  45433 


Dear  Sir: 


This  letter  regard.s  the  extension  of  a  military  operations  area/air  traffic 
control  assigned  airspace  area  (MOA/ATCAAA)  for  the  Gandy  Range  in  Nevada 
and  Utah.  The  Division  has  completed  review  of  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement.  Our  major  concern  over  the  extension  of  this  range  is  with 
the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  historic  and  archeological  resources  in  the 
Nevada  area. 


4 


I.ittlo  is  known  about  the  cultural  resources  in  the  most  eastern  portions  of 
Elko  and  White  Pine  Counties;  few  archeological,  historical  or  architectural 
surveys  have  been  conducted.  Without  knowing  more  about  the  cultural  resources 
of  the  area,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  whether  the  increased  number  oi  son¬ 
ic  booms  created  over  the  area  will  have  an  effect  on  archeological  sites  such 

I  as  rockshelters  or  historic  sites  such  as  rock-walled  structures.  At  this 
time,  reluctantly,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  office  that  the  extension  of  the. 
range  will  have  "no  effect"  on  properties  of  National  Register  quality  in  the 
Nevada  portion  of  the  area. 


Native  American  consultation  with  Coshutes  living  on  the  Goshute  Reservation  is 
necessary  to  determine  whether  the  extension  will  affect  in  any  way  their  use 
of  sacred  sites  or  other  locales  of  importance.  This  should  be  accomplished 
before  the  final  draft  of  the  EIS  is  published. 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  call  us. 


Sincerely, 

ALICE  M.  BECKER 
Staff  Archeologist 


AMB/lmw 
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Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH  45433 
Dear  Sirs, 

Enclosed  for  your  consideration  is  Resolution  17  adopted  by  members 
of  the  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association  and  the  Nevada  Wool  Growers' 
Association  at  their  annual  joint  convention.  I  believe  the 
resolution  is  self-explanatory,  but  if  you  would  like  further 
explanation  please  let  us  know. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  Bottari 
Executive  Secretary 


PB/cm 

Enclosure 
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AFFILIATE  NATIONAL  CATTLEMEN  S  ASSOCIATION 


RESOLUTION  NO.  17 
Environment  and  Water  Corunittee 


NEVADA  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  AND 
NEVADA  WOOL  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 
JOINT  CONVENTION 
Ely,  Nevada 
November  10,  1983 


whereas,  The  uni  tod  States  Air  Force  has  declared  the  need  of  a  supersonic 
test  and  training  range  within  useful  flight  time  and  distance  of  Hill  A.F.B., 
Utah,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  proposed  action  will  withdraw  and  restrict  that  airspace 
adjacent  to  the  already  extensive  existing  Military  Operation  Area  in 
Northwestern  Utah,  and  will  also  extend  into  eastern  portions  of  Elko  and  White 
Pine  Counties  of  Nevada,  and 

WHEREAS,  Sonic  booms  are  known  to  cause  physical  damage  to  property  and 
serious  health  hazards  to  people  and  their  livestock,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  closure  will  restrict  all  other  aviation  uses  within  the 
proposed  area  in  a  state  already  excessively  burdened  by  restricted  areas; 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association  oppose  this  proposed 
action  by  the  Air  Force  and  EAA  «nd  urge  their  consideration  of  otlier 
alternatives . 


Directed  to:  USAF  Wright-Patterson  Fid,  Ohio 
FAA,  Reno,  Nevada 
Governor  Richard  Bryan 
Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 
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Mr.  Ionian  Arizabalaga, 
Mr.  Harold  Chlahuln, 
Mr.  Norman  Frey, 

Ma.  Giadle  Sexton, 

Ono  vacancy. 


P  " 

NE VADA  PROSPECTORS  ASSOCIATION,  INC,  ^ 

P.0.  BOX,  94, 

FALLON,  NEVADA,  89406, 

OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT,  Phone.  702/  432/  6231. 
October,  9,  1983, 
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Hill  Air  farce  bBBB,2S49 

AQGjDs  .EXXH111  Air  force  base  Utah,  Q405S, 

Att.Kef  .i;.  jvls. 

Land  grab  in  Ne«  Nevada, 

If  uie  wish  to  protest?  Suet  what  do  you  expect  ,?  tile  ere  vlglrouely  protesting 
and  further  expect  that  the  closing  date  be  Indofinately  postponed  for  reason. 

I 

The  method  used  in  this  so  cellacjnotlficstion  are  very  inadequate  end  tide  of 
equal  of  short  notice, 

jb  tnera  fare  request  this  closing  date  be  lndefinetely  postponed  as  UJe  must 
get  full  information  on  the  details  and  consider  the  lack  of  need  from  your 
position,  It  ie  noteeble  that  these  lockout's  ore  never  adequately  or  fully 
exploinyd  and  the  ruinous  results  are  left  for  Ns  thw  Psople  to  became  acquainted 
with  at  soma  time  in  the  future,  much  to  late, 

Thank 

"president 
Chatman  of  board. 

from  all  Military,  WAR  WITH  RUSSIA,  is  tha  large 
oauae  of  most  of  our  trouble  with  Ruasia,Tha  constant  ln^rouelan  into  the 
Soverlgn  right *b  of  respective  Stetea^n  tha  self  generated  euppouedly  for 
reasons  not  spparsnt  to  any  concerned  Citizen. 


1 


:h  to  late,  . 

you,  fjy  fk 

H.R.  Ccmred.  Prea 


.S.  the  continued  yelp 


p.S.  tha  cuntinued  yelp  War  with  tkissia,H>R^c< 


CQHILS  TO 

Certain  ra&ponsabla  pert las. 
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NEVADA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION,  INC. 

>1(1  Affiliate  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 

820  EAST  SAHARA  AVENUE  f  LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA  89104 


October  30*  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
Dear  Sir: 

After  careful  review  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  DEIS,  the 
Nevada  Wildlife  Federation  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  proposal. 

We  would  be  in  favor  of  alternatives  "b",  "c",  or"d"  as  addres¬ 
sed  on  page  ii  of  the  DEIS. 

On  page  iv,  the  DEIS  states,  "Environmental  impacts  are 
considered  minimal  in  all  respects  except  the  noise  resulting 
from  sonic  boom  activity".  At  a  rate  of  100  to  123  sonic  booms 
per  day  (page  ii,  DEIS),  the  Federation  feels  that  this  is  a 
significant  impact  on  the  environment. 

The  DEIS  states  on  page  v  that,  "Questions  on  long  term 
protracted  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  (of  wildlife)  re¬ 
main  to  be  studied".  On  page  46  of  the  DEIS  we  read,  "One  study 
indicated  that  sooty  tern  reproduction  rates  were  severly  reduc¬ 
ed  when  the  eggs  were  exposed  to  intense  sonic  booms,..".  The 
Federation  wishes  to  point  out  that  the  proposed  area  is  some 
of  our  finest  deer  winter  range.  What  will  the  sonic  booms  do 
to  the  rut,  and  what  effect  will  the  stress  of  the  booms  have  on 
the  pregnant  does?  Will  this  stress  result  in  a  higher  fawn 
mortality?  The  DEIS  states  on  page  46?  "the  most  delicate  and 
sensitive  behavior  of  animals  is  that  associated  with  biological 
reproduction!.' 

Also  of  importance  to  us  is  the  fact  that  the  valleys  of  the 
proposed  area  are  among  Nevada's  finest  trophy  antelope  habitat. 
Will  the  booms  interfere  with  antelope  reproduction,  or  will  the 
booms  make  them  more  vulnerable  to  hunters? 


D-200 


CONSERVE  OUR  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
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Quoting  from  the  DF13,  page  57,  which  is  a  quote  from  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964,  ’'Wilderness  as  described  in  the  Act  is 
to  be  an  area  untrammeled  by  man,  with  the  imprint  of  man's  work 
substantially  unnoticablc,  and  that  has  outstanding  opportunities 
for  solitude".  We  feel  the  proposal  hardly  fits  the  description 
of  a  wilderness  area.  The  Goshute  W'S A  (recommended  for  inclusion 
in  the  national  Wilderness  Preservation  System  in  the  May  198.5 
ELM  iPAG  as  the  preferred  alternative)  is  totally  included  in  the 
proposed  operations  area.  The  area  is  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  .  outh  Pequop  and  Bluebell  V/SA*  s,  which  have  received  the  same 
approval  by  BLM  as  the  Goshute  Peak  WSA. 

Quoting  from  the  Dk‘13,  page  59,  "Recreational  activities  now 
taking  dace  in  the  land  area  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  airspace  are  of  the  outdoor. • .wilderness  experience  nature. 
...activities  include  hunting,  hiking,  camping,  etc.  These  are 
activities  where  the  values  of  unspoiled  nature  are  deliberately 
sought.  Because  of  the  remoteness  of  the  area,  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  people  participating  in  these  activities  is  expected  to 
be  small". 

The  Moderation  wishes  to  point  out  that  in  our  arid  and 
harsh  state,  areas  of  this  nature  are  scarce.  Our  population  is 
growing  rapidly,  perhaps  the  most  rapidly  in  the  nation,  and  re¬ 
creational  demands  on  this  area  will  increase  significantly. 

The  .Vhite  Pine  Power  Project  DEIS  of  October  1983  sites  the  pre¬ 
ferred  location  of  the  generating  plant  in  North  Oteptoe  Val¬ 
ley.  This  site  is  less  than  fifty  miles  from  the  proposed  oper¬ 
ations  area.  The  W.P.P.P.  ]>EIO  states  on  page  x,  "At  the  peak 
of  construction,  the  total  population  of  White  Pine  County  will 
be  nearly  50,&  more  than  its  projected  level  without  W.P.P.P.  The 
increased  population  will  place  an  increased  demand  on...  outdoor  I 
recreation". 

The  Federation  wishes  to  discuss  one  final  point,  that  being 

raptors.  According  to  the  ELM's  Draft  Wells  Resource  Management 

$ 

Plan  and  NIC,  Of  major  significance. », in  the  Goshute  WSA... 5,000 
to  6,000  raptors,  including  goshawks  and  golden  and  bald  eagles 
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have  been  observed  migrating  south  each  fall"*  This  does  not 
include  the  resident  raptors.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  the 
supersonic  booms  on  these  raptors?  Will  the  booms  alter  their 
forage  supply?  Will  the  booms  disturb  nesting,  and  reproduction? 

Of  at  least  equal  importance,  what  will  the  effect  of  the 
raptors  be  on  an  1-16?  Ilc-re  at  Nellis  AFB,  outside  Las  Vegas, 

14  7 

147  a  Civilian  falconer  is  employed  to  keep  small  birds  off  the 
flight  line,  home  range  personnel  have  expressed  concern  that 
if  wild  horse  populations  are  not  controlled,  starvation  may 
at track  carrion  birds  that  could  be  a  threat  to  jet  aircraft. 

'j'ho  operational  altitude  proposed  for  the  supersonic  operations 
area  is  certainly  well  within  the  soaring  altitude  of  the  raptors 
inhabiting  the  area. 

At  a  replacement,  cost  of  $12  -  16,000,000,  the  loss  of  one 
or  two  F- 1 6 *  c  to  a  raptor  would  certainly  exceed  the  cost  of  any 
temporary  duty  assignments  for  training  in  a  more  suitable  area  148 

148  both  environmentally  and  tactically.  While  the  purchase  of 
an  r-16  ana  payment  for  temporary  duty  might  come  from  differ¬ 
ent  budgets,  the  taxpayers  arc  footing  the  bill# 


(sincerely  yours, 


fn  A.  Leitch, 


ours, 

Hf 


3ident 


ecidohn  Young,  Southern  Vice-President,  Nev.  Wild.  Fed. 
bon  luilici,  Northern  Vice-President,  "  "  " 

Fred  Wright,  Legislative  Chairman,  "  "  " 

Palo  Guskill,  West#  Reg.  wxoc,  National  Wildlife  Federation 

Dusty  Zaunbrecher,  Public  Lands,  "  "  " 

donator  Chic  Jiecht 

Collator  Paul  Laxalt 

Representative  llarry  Reid 

Representative  Barbara  Vucanovich 

Governor  Richard  Bryan 

•'ill  Molini,  Lirector,  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 
Lu  Ipang,  State  Biredtor ,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


) 
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Imlsj,  Nevada 
Vice  Presldenl 
Pete  Paris  Jr. 

EIU  Nev*J. 

Secretary  Treasurer 
Vie  la*  Joy 

East  Ely,  Nevada 

DIRECTORS 


*100  L  II  TH.  KLY,  NEVADA  19101 


.  */ror»an  N.  Upside 
\  Ely,  Nevada 
him  (joloocchc* 

Elko,  Nevada 
Roy  Staley 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
SuJej  Ell  Ison 

EIU,  Nc.J. 

L,tJ  Soreaaro 
Elko,  Nevada 
Jay  Hrnrotd 

FJy,  Nevade 

DeLoyJ  Sattertkwailr 
Elko,  N.voJa 
Brrt  Paris  Jr. 

EJy,  Nevada 

Fred  Faltonr  Jr.  1^9 
Smith,  N  erada 

Al  ex  I).f.  rreaa 
Wumcnarca, 

We.  Coolt 

CcJirriile,  G.lil. 

L^nui  Ro.cniond 

Sclieltonc.  Nc.il. 
P.ol  Gri^i 

WiucM.cc,  Nev.J. 


October  8,  1983 

James  F.  Boatright 
Environmental  Flanning 
HQAFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Pat terson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
Subject:  Gandy  Range  Extension 

At  the  Semi-annual  meeting  on  September  24tb,  1983 
in  Ely,  Nevada,  the  Nevada  Wool  Growers  voted 
unanimously  to  strongly  oppose  this  extension. 

We  felt  that  the  extension  would  be  detrimental  to 
the  agricultural  interests  in  eastern  N  evada  while 
not  serving  any  real  purpose. 

The  increased  air  space  was  questioned  while  the 
real  benefit  or  advantage  couldn't  be  justified. 

We  felt  that  the  Air  Force  had  enough  air  space 
in  its  present  Gandy  Range  for  any  supersonic 
flight  training  which  was  needed  to  be  conducted 
to  allow  for  tests  and  training. 

If  ycu  nave  any  questions  concerning  our  position, 
please  feel  free  to  contact  us. 


149 


Sincerely , 

*7- 

Robert  Belzarena 
President 


RB/vj 
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November  £1,  1383 


1  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
ppor.E-  the  proposed  flir  Force  use  of  this  area 
or  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 

am  concerned  about  the  physical  ^hb  mental. 


oif  my  family. 


arn  concerned  about 


;  idle  dot  r  i  rnent  a  1  effects  on  our  environment 


n.J  livelihood.  I  am  cortce 
structural  damage  of  our  homes, 
sdioo  1  . 


concerned  about 
ornes,  churches, 


Hi  is  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
SL'noi'l  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <520  .  In  the 
viiii  n:  1  y  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvucia,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (128).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  ivvc-my  >.  lEO;  peo'ple  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
eel. ■.  ■-  i.'-.l  only  fifteen  (15)  people.'  * 

J  want  to  go  on  record  as  Strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  supei — 
Sunil-  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try-'  and  stop  these 

pr>.'|..".‘oed  plans. 


Sincerely, 
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UEX  CHUHtt  IF  OMMEKt 


December  20,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright  Patterson  A.F.R.,  Ohio  45433 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Gandy  Range  Extension 
Gentlemen : 

I  The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Ogden  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  would 

like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  the  proposal  to  extend  the  supersonic 
operating  area  of  the  Gandy  Training  Range.  We  have  been  briefed  on  the 
proposed  changes  and  wish  to  make  the  following  observations: 

1.  HILL  AIR  FORCE  BASE  has  been  able  to  develop  complimentary 

logistic  and  tactical  missions  because  of  the  close  proximity 
of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range.  Quite  simply,  if  the 
tactical  mission  cannot  be  conducted  satisfactorily  in  existing 
air  space,  the  mission  will  be  located  elsewhere.  Such  action 
would  create  a  far  greater  socio-economic  impact  among  the 
thousands  of  people  along  the  Wasatch  Front  who  depend  on  the 
base  for  their  existence. 

2.  We  do  not  believe  the  negative  comment  offered  at  public  hearings 
is  representative  of  the  greater  majority.  Hill  Air  Force  Base 
has  been  a  dedicated  community  partner  in  Utah  for  more  than 
forty  years.  Any  innuendo  that  the  Air  Force  is  dishonest  or 
insensitive  should  be  discounted  as  emotional  and  political. 

3.  Considering  the  current  tensions  in  the  world,  the  Ogden  Chamber 
Board  feels  that  the  possible  impact  on  350  people  spread  over 
3,030  square  miles  is  a  necessary  concession  to  maintaining  a 
combat-ready  tactical  air  force. 


SL/hw 
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We  the  people  living  in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  area  of  Pleasant 
Valley,  Gandy,  Partouri,  Trout  Creek,  and  Callao  protest  avid 
oppose  the  flir  Force  proposal  to  use  this  area  of  85  miles  long 
by  £5  miles  wide  for  testing  and  training  of  the  F— 16  jet  fighter 
planes.  The  area  is  not  unpopulated!  This  area  has  IS  ranches,  £8 
additional  homes  and  a  total  of  132  people. 

Studies  have  also  shown  that  unborn  and  small  children  suffer 
both  hearing  impairment  and  loss  from  the  loud  sonic  booms. 
Neither  human  beings  nor  livestock  can  adjust  to  the  loud, 
unexpected  sonic  booms  rnadi  by  the  F-1&  jet  fighter's  traveling  at 
supersonic  speeds. 

The  livelihood  from  ranching  is  threatened  as  studies  have  proven 
>hat  livestock  miscarriages  occur  as  a  result  of  the  loud 
explosive  concussion  made  by  the  fighter  planes.  The  sonic  booms 
would  disrupt  and  hinder'  the  utilization  of  our  grazing  rights 
throughtout  this  area. 

We  feel  the  F—16  fighter  testing  and  training  should  take  place 
in  unpopulated  areas  and  strongly  oppose  the  plan  to  use  the 
Utah-Nevada  area  as  the  proposed  test  and  training  site. 
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We  the  people  living  in  the  Deep  Creek  mountain  area  nf  Pleasant 
/^toun.  Trout  Creek,  and  Callao  potest  and 
hv  —  *  fllr  F°rCe  P^Posal  to  use  this  area  of  85  miles  lonq 

planes''1 1  The  a'ea  ^  t®Sti"9  ar'd  draining  of  the  F-16  jet  fighter 
add^ti-rl?  h  15  unpopulated!  This  area  has  18  ranches,  88 

additional  homes  and  a  total  of  188  people. 

t'h 1  have  alBO  shown  that  unborn  and  small  children  suffer 

Neither  h*,"9  and  1C,SS  fr'om  the  some  booms. 

LMan  beings  nor  livestock  can  adjust  to  the  l.-.ud 

«Jpersomc  speeds^"0"15  &V  the  P~lB  Jet  ^S^ers  traveling 

Ihatlirwest"-rkfr0r"  ranchir,0  1S  threatened  as  studies  have  proven 

c o r! c u s s T o n C m a d  e 3 b y  * t  h e ^  f  i  g h  t  e r  plan^  Vhfso^  JT 

the  '  -  our  pramV^M”: 

We  feel  the  F  16  fighter  testing  and  training  should  take  place 

*re*S  and  oppose  the  pUn  to  t^ 

Nevada  area  as  the  proposed  test  and  training  site. 
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TO:  ENV  IRONMENTAL  PLANNING, 

HQ  AFLC-DEPV, 

W  RIGHT-PATTER  SON  AFB,  OH  45433  . 

Date  fly/ 

I  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into  a 
supersonic  operations  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day 
extension  in  the  comment  period,  from  October  14  to  December  14.  In 
addition,  1  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force  hold  public  hearings  on  the 
proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah.  Tjiank  yoiy^incerely, 


~f  Siena 


r  Signal 
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November  21,  19G3 


Colonel  Albert.  L.  Barbero 
Office  of  Legislative  Liaison 
Dopartroent  of  the  Air  Force 
The  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

.Dear  Colonel  Barbero: 


<E  nnyvzBB 
of  ttf£ 
•&nit£&  Bta Us 

Hnuae  af  Efpreserrtatiues 

HARRY  REID 

NEVADA 


CQMMITTSES- 
FOHEIGN  AFFAIRS 
SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 
TRAVEL  AND  TOURISM  CAUCUS 
SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  AGING 


Enclosed  are  copies  of  some  of  the  many  letters  my  office 
has  received,  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Imtact  State¬ 
ment  (DEIS)  on  supersonic  flight  operations  in  the  Sandy 
Military  Operations  Area  ( .MO  A) . 

I  feel  that  those  responding  have  raised  very  legitimate 
concerns,  particularly  with  resoert  to  the  af facts  of  sonic 
boons  on  wildlife  and  the  risk  to  pilots  and  planes  posed  by 
the  abundance  of  large  birds  in  the  flight  area. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  Ail'  Force  has  scheduled  hearings 
to  allow  the  tublic  an  opportunity  to  voice  their  concerns 
directly  to  those  responsible  for  the  DEIS.  I  would  appreciate 
it  if  you  could  Keep  me  informed  of  further  developments. 

your  cooperation  in  this  matter. 

wi shes , 


H  i? :  dc  m 


Thant  you  for 
With  all  best 


Enclosure 


*A11  letters  transmitted  are  included  in  comments. 
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November  £1,  1383 


To j  Commanding  Officer,  Hill  ftir  Force  Base 

Res  Proposed  Testing  and  Training.-  Ore**  for  the  F-16 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  i-  bppoee  the.  prouo»ed 
ftir  Force  use  of  this  area  for  testing  and.  training  the  F-16'. 


I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental  health  of  my 
family.  I  am  concerned  about  the  possible  detrimental  effects  or. 
our  environment  and  livelihood.  1  a.m  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and  school. 


This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public  school  with  an 
enrollment  of  fifty  <50).  In  the  vicinity  affected  by  the 
Southern  ellipse,  the  population  of  the  combined  towns  of  1 
Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one’  hundred  and 
twenty  <1£0).  Of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  <1£0>  people  in  the 
valley,  the  DEIS  counted  only  fifteen  <15>  people. 

-  .»  *•' 

* 

I  want  to  go  on ‘record  as  strongly  opposing  the  proposed  use 
of  the  new  super-sonic  testing  areas.  •  * 


Sincerely, 

•  yf 'mo\  • 


y< 

J 


'CJho, 
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November  £1,  1983 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  flit"  Force  use  of  this  area 

for  testing  and  training  the  F— IS.  } 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  ""and  mental- 
health  of  rny  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public  I 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the  I 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the  I 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  partoun,  I  1 
IJvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one  8 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred  I 
and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  the,  DEIS  I 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.*  *  , 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

1  appeal  to  you  as  my  representat i ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try-"  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 

f  v*  ■«  • 


Sincerely, 


) 
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November  £1,  1983 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Oir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  ‘'and  mental' 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrol Iment  of  fifty  <5B> .  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  fartoun,  1 
I  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  <120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  <1£0)  people  in  the  valley,  th^  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  <15>  people.*  ’ 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  oi  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  rny  represent  at  i  ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerely, 
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November  £1,  1983 


Dear 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Sir  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  '-and  mental- 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <50>  .  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun,  j 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  thq  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15>  people.*  *  “  , 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  super¬ 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representat i ve  to 
use  your  influence  to  try^  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerely, 


D  -  21  8 
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TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING,  HQ  AFLC/DEPV,  WRIGHT-PATTERSON  AFB,  OH  !  4543?  D/VTe  ISJjJj. 

!j  FROM:.Af'.'V^P0  letjLa  7-A*.n  /CSC  an'  a;  l/.  jJUbjkll  (Name,  address)  | 

c;  3  1  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turrf  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into  a  supersonic  I 

operations  area.  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day  extension  in  the  comment  1  6 
period,  from  Oct.  14  to  Dec.  14.  In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force  E 

hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah. Thank  you.  Sincerely,  H 
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October  12,  1  ‘J  8  3 


John  Shanahan 


P.0.  Box  153 


Eureka  NV  89316 


ilea r  S  i  r 

J  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada 
into  a  supersonic  operations  area.  Iam  writing  to  formally  request  a 
60  day  extension  in  the  commert  period,  from  Oct  14  to  Dec  14.  In  addition, 
lam  requesting  that  the  Air  Force  hold  public  hearing  on  the  propsal 
in  Nevada  and  Utah. 

The  Air  Force  came  out  to  our  house  and  had  some  driling  done  and 
made  a  fault  and  poisoned  our  stock,  our  family  the  water  is  now  no  good 
%-  are  in  town  and  our  Health  is  very  bad  and  we  want  a  ranch  back  and  see 
o:  we  can  get  some  help  for  us.  They  do  not  keep  ther  word  and  do  not  take 
care  or  the  people  they  harm. 


Sincerely  Yours 


John  Shanahan 
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Shoshone  Joint  Housing  Authority 
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P.O.  Box  1199  •  Ely,  Nevada  89301  Telephone  (702)  289  2319 
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December  1,  1983 


HendQuarters 

AF1.C-DF.PV 

Wright  Patterson, 

Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 

45433 


Dear  Sirs; 

The  Shoshone  Joint  Housing  Authority  in  conjunction  with  our  six  Board 
of  Commissioners  hereby  submit  our  opposition  to  the  Air  Force's  plan  to 
extend  its  supersonic  flight  airspace  over  the  Mevada/Utah  border.  This 
would  adversely  affect  our  development  of  14  units  of  housing  to  be  built 
on  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation  in  the  Spring  of  84.  The  homes  to  be 
built  at  Goshute  will  be  pre-fab  modular  homes.  The  units  will  be  brought 
to  Goshute  in  two  halves  and  assembled  at  the  sites.  The  son*,-  i/ootr.c  , 
a  jet  flying  at  5,000  feet  could  be  harmful  to  the  homes  and  the  foundations 
of  concrete  that  easily  crack  when  it  is  fresh,  or  old. 

The  Coshutes  Reservation  will  be  swallowed  up  by  Che  supersonic  flight 
airspace  proposed  by  the  Air  lorce.  Tnc  Goshute  Indians  have  . imited  in¬ 
dustry  now,  and  will  have  an  even  harder  time  attracting  new  industry  with 
up  to  "38  sonic-booms"  per  day.  These  booms  will  also  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  their  livestock,  and  hamper  their  limited  means  of  providing  for  their  own 

m 

families  and  elderly  tribal  members. 

We  ask  you  to  reconsider  the  plight  of  the  Goshute  Indians  without  having 
to  deal  with  sonic  booms  approximately  three  to  four  times  per  hour,  and  re¬ 
locate  your  airspace  to  an  unpopulated  area. 

Your  consideration  and  cooperation  in  tois  matter  will  truly  be  appreciated  ! 

Sincerel y , 

'  '/  ■  A  ?  tV  </  )  '  << 

Rick  Trevena,  Director 

cc:  Board  of  Commissioners  ^  2ZZ 

Senator  Laxult 
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SIERRA  CLUB 


Toiyabe  Chapter  —  Nevada  and  Eastern  California 

□  GREAT  BASIN  GROUP 
P.O.  Bo*  8096 
University  Station 
Reno,  Nevada  89507 


ASL  REPLY  10:0 

I  I 


ytCiX>/  to  & OC, 

S'*  *  C  >Z+c 


□  LAS  VEGAS  GROUP 
P.O.  Box  I  9777 
Laa  Vegas,  Nevada  89  I  I  9 


Knvi  ronmental  Planning  Dec.  14,  1983 

HO  AFLC/DKPV 
Wright-l’atterson  AF8 
Ohio  45433 


Dear  Sir /Madam: 


The  Executive  Committee  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  at  its  October 
15,  1983  meeting  passed  the  following  resolution: 


Resolved,  that  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
opposes  establishment  of  additional  restricted  airspace  by 
the  USAF  northeast  of  Ely ,  Nevada  for  the  purposes  of 
conducting  supersonic,  flight  training. 


Tie  K1S  on  the  establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  fails  to  adequatley 
consider  the  impacts  on  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  does  not  even  mention  two 
114  that  are  directly  impacted,  the  Goshute  Peak  WSA  and  the  Bluebell  WSA,  both  of 
whir  a  are  in  Nevada.  Also,  the  Goshute  Canyon  WSA  and  the  South  Pequop  WSA  are 
both  very  close  to  the  proposed  area.  Finally,  the  Mt .  Moriah  USFS  Further 
131  Planning  area  (soon  to  be  recommenced  for  Wilderness  designation)  is  very  close 
to  tne  proposed  area. 


1  1  4 

t  3  1 


1 52 


Tne  No\pia  wilderness  experience  is  one  of  unmatched  solitude.  There  exists 
ver-  tew  areas  in  the  lower  48  states  that  offer  the  peace  anil  tranquillity  that 
i-xiM*  in  Eastern  Nevada.  Sonic  ho  ns  will  effectively  destroy  the  sense  of 
pi  i.-e  presently  available  in  the  withdrawal  region.  Military  land  and  air 
wit  i.ir.iw-,  ]s  are  chipping  away  at  the  remote  recreational  and  wildlife  areas  in 
V'vtii.  We  strongly  oppose  this  incremental  process  and  strongly  oppose  this 
wi t  1 1  raw  1 1 . 


1  6  2 


u  :  also  teel  that  the  impacts  on  wildlife  are  substantially  underestimated. 
Whil  -  animal'.  will  not  drop  dead  immediately  when  experiencing  a  sonic  boom,  the 
Air  ''orce  has  not  presented  conclusive  evidence  that  biological  shifts  will  not 
occni  which  result  in  species  depletion  over  the  long  term.  Is  the  Air  Force 
going  to  monitor  avian  and  mammalian  populations  over  the  long  term? 

The  Air  Force  contimi.  s  to  think  that  the  Great  Basin  is  waste  land  suited 
only  for  their  use.  This  attitude  is  most  unfortunate  since  it  adversely  and 
unfairly  sttects  the  people  and  environment  of  the  Great  Basin. 
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Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 


it>  explore,  enjoy,  ana  protect  the  natural  mountain  scene 


V. 


November  21,  19fi3 


Dear  Senator  Garn, 

'  ’  ^  >•  - 

I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F-16. 


X  am  concerned  about  the  physical  ^f,ci  mental, 
health  of  ray  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detr  irnent  al  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  arn  concerned  aboi^t  the., 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  is  populated.  Ue  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  (50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellip.se,  the 
population  of  the  combined  towns  of  Partoun, 
Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trou<  Creek  total*  one 
hundred  and  twenty  . i£0).  Dr'  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the  valley,  the  DEIS 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people."  •  ** 


I  want  to  go  on  record 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the 
sonic  testing  areas. 


as  strongly 
new  super — 


1  appeal  ro  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try**  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans.  .  .  • 


Sincerely, 


i  ■  • 
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November  21,  1983 


To«  Commanding  Officer,  Hill  Air  Force  Base 

Res  Proposed  Testing  and  Training; Areas  for  the  F— IS 


I  would  like  to  make  known  to  you  that  J-  bppose  the,  proposed 
Air  Force  use  of  this  area  for  testing  and.  training  the  F— 16'. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  and  mental  health  of  rny 
family.  I  am  concerned  about  the  possible  detrimental  effects  or. 
our  environment  and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
structural  damage  of  our  homes,  churches,  and  school. 

This  area  is  populated.  We  have  a  public  school  with  an 
enrollment  of  fifty  <50) .  In  the  vicinity  affected  by  the 
Southern  ellipse,  the  population  of  the  combined  towns  of 
Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one  hundred  and 
twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  (120)  people  in  the 

valley,  the  DEIS  counted  only  fifteen  (IS)  people. 

.  .  **' 

1  want  to  go  on' record  as  strongly  opposing  the  proposed  use 
of  the  new  super-sonic  testing  areas. 


D-Z2S 


1 


.  !' 


*7  !  I 


November  21,  1903 

'  :  -  : '  «l  j  ’ 


>.l  ■:  A  u  N 


fiwZ?  !Z on  AM  *83 


Dear  Senator  Barn, 


1  would  like?  to  make  known  to  you  that  I 
oppose  the  proposed  Air  Force  use  of  this  area 
for  testing  and  training  the  F— 16. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  physical  »-ahd  mental, 
health  of  my  family.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
possible  detrimental  effects  on  our  environment 
and  livelihood.  I  am  concerned  aboi^t  the. 
structural  damage  of  our  hofrtest  churches,  and 
school. 

This  area  ia  populated.  We  have  a  public 
school  with  an  enrollment  of  fifty  <50).  In  the 
vicinity  affected  by  the  Southern  ellipse,  the 
population  of  the  combined  town*  of  Partoan, 
Uvada,'  Gandy,  and  Trout  Creek  totals  one 
hundred  and  twenty  (120).  Of  the  one  hundred 
and  twanty  (l£(ul  people  in  th©  valley,  the_  DEIC 
counted  only  fifteen  (15)  people.*  *  " 

1  want  to  go  on  record  aft  strongly 
opposing  the  proposed  use  of  the  new  supei — • 
sonic  testing  areas. 

I  appeal  to  you  as  my  representative  to 
use  your  influence  to  try*  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans. 


Sincerely,  ^ 

(! y^: 

r/j  . 
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TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING, 

KaAFLC-BEPV, 

WKIGHT-PATTER80N  AFB,  OH  <5433  _ _ * 

Date  (I  0CTR1 


I  recently  kernel  ol  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  eastern  Nevada  into  a 
supersonic  operations  area,  l-awi  ■■••rit  ing  to  town  'ly  ropweet  a- 40  day 
utauia  in  tho-eesnawat-periodi  i*nm  Qatebea  is  to  Dassabw  la  Jn_ 

additiou.  I  am  mveoettng-thnt  the  Air-Foree  held-pabtis  luaaiagoan  the 

proposal  in  Nevada  wwHH-eh .  Thank  you.  Sincerely. 

KS?  UF  THE  C-00D 
ViOM,  AH<  ASSISTANCE 
REfUAUf-i)  WlU  PE. 


UW  mce  amp 


_  Address 
CdM/A/  fJPt/A/iU 

”cv -  fifVfCte 
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TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING, 

HQ  AFLC-DEPV, 

WRIGHT -PATTERSON AFB, OH 45433  , 

Date  n/85 

I  recently  learned  of  the  proposal  to  turn  part  of  ea&tern  Nevada  4nto  a 
supersonic  operations  area-  I  am  writing  to  formally  request  a  60  day 
extension  in  the  comment  period,  from  October  14  to  December  14.  In 
addition,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Air  Force  hold  public  hearing*  on  the 
proposal  in  Nevada  and  Utah .  Thank  you .  Sincerely, 


Signature 


PA  Art  J0J81 

si  Addrpss 

\JPh  <wiC. '  All/ 


D-229 


1685  Kings  Row 
Reno,  NV  89503 
October  27,  1983 

Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Oti  45433 

Re:  Proposed  Supersonic  Operations  Area  in  Western  Utah  and 

Eastern  Nevada 

Dear  USAF: 

I  recently  learned  from  a  friend  about  a  supersonic  operations 
area  in  Eastern  Nevada  proposed  by  the  USAF.  There  has  been  no 
local  press  coverage  cn  the  proposal.  I  wonder  how  Nevadans  are 
supposed  to  find  out  about  such  projects  in  order  to  comment  on 
them.  What  opportunities  has  the  USAF  provided  Nevadans  for 
notice  and  involvement? 

Although  my  comments  don't  meet  the  October  14  deadline,  I  hope 
you  will  accept  them  and  extend  the  deadline  until  December  14  so 
others  will  have  a  chance  to  comment.  Also,  please  schedule 
public  hearings  in  Nevada  on  the  proposal  during  the  extended 
comment  period. 

Please  send  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS  to: 

Rose  Strickland 
1685  Kings  Row 
Reno,  NV  89503 

From  what  I  was  told  about  the  proposed  SOA,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  following  questions  about  the  proposal: 

1.  Why  didn't  the  DEIS  analyze  the  impacts  u:  tire  CCA  on  the 
proposed  wilderness  areas  in  Eastern  Nevada?: 

BLM  -  Goshute  Peak  WSA 
South  Pequop  WSA 
Bluebell  WSA 

USFS  -  Mt.  Moriah  Further  Planning  Area 

Schell  Creeks  -  defacto  wilderness 
Wheeler  Peak  Scenic  Area 
N PS  -  Lehman  Caves  National  Monument 

2.  How  much  land  and  air  space  in  Nevada  is  already  subjected  to 
military  restrictions'?  How  will  the  proposal  disrupt  current 
uses  of  air  space  over  Eastern  Nevada?  Why  didn't  the  DEIS 
consider  an  alternative  of  using  air  space  already  restricted  for 
military  purposes  for  UCAF  purposes? 

3.  What  are  the  short-term  and  long-term  effects  of  increase 
sonic  booms  on  the  health  of  residents  and  visitors  and  o 
animals,  both  domestic  and  wild?  Goshute  Mountains  are  an 
important  raptor  migration  area.  Will  increased  sonic  booms 


1 
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disrupt 


raptor  habitat  and  use  of  the  area? 


2  IT, 
246 


4  Eastern  Nevada  j^s  occupied,  although  sparsely,  both  by 
permanent  residents  and  by  visitors.  What  are  the  costs  of  the 
disruption  of  the  lives  of  residents  as  well  as  visitors  by  the 
increased  frequency  of  sonic  booms?  Does  the  USAF  consider  these 
costs  less  than  those  of  a  more  densely  populated  area? 


12  17, 
246 


Perhaps  I  will  find  the  answers  to  some  of  these  questions  when  I 
have  an  opportunity  to  fully  review  the  DEIS.  If  the  areas  of 
concern  being  raised  by  the  public  are  not  adequately  addressed 
in  the  DEIS,  would  the  USAF  develop  a  supplemental  HIS? 


Thank,  you  for  considering  ray  concerns. 
Sincerely, 


Rose  Strickland 
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Assemb/y/nan 
Wtshae  County  No. 

920  Cordon  Avenue 
Kcno,  Nevada  89509 
Home  322-2095 


Nevada  Legislature 

SIXTY-SECOND  SESSION 


COMMITTEES 

hainmn 

Economic  Development,  Tourism, 
and  Mining 

Member 

Judiciary 

Health  and  Welfare 
Transportation 


Gcte-*.  //* 


(utbC  p  ^ 

*f*«~  <n&-  ii  &**z  *-  ’Sty*** 

/?! 'XCU'jtOt*  -iV6uhj  f'jX‘X4  Mjt.A  At  -"LWI* 

f  .  .!  ,  /)  'J  \J 

Oy  cS'.flcA  -jo  '•iUs  . 

-^5L.  feldthrtx  ICTlJct  -^L^Ct _ .  Ad  'VficvJ 

(X-  &0  on  tfviAoo/  fiMcruh”* 

_pl-  Cdwiivf  ~PpeNU  &cf/(zz—  L  $  . 

OAJL-  «kp<.S  tdUcjTaut  &U<- 

p  oJcLleUi  Vr^u'r0  /C $uc.  . 

-  *2~  W™—  C*Y&4M6hm  ■ 


M'TjL^  I'T—  Ct&iF—  lejlfrth 
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<S\  /  i  i  Z/i  nA  ( 

^  i-.t,  i; 

’-—/p  ~  ' 

p  hU.it  a  1 1  o 
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(IniU'li'  (Inuntu 

•SStaU*  of  Utah 

Horn*.'  of  the  World  Famous  Honneville  Salt  Flats 
47  South  Main  Street,  Tooele,  Utah  84074 


November  17,  1983 


i  UMMISSIOM  RS 


(  ‘h.U  li  >  Slh  'intvfi’.  t 
Ki\\l  KiwseU 
l  Hi.u  Ken 

( )|  I  K  I  A!  S 

(  U*ih-  \i\lilm 

l  Viiiii1'  n  l  u  inn 


'’•"""•"'Env  i ronmental  Planning 
Up.  APLC/DEPV 
Wright  Patterson  AFB 
Dayton,  Ohio  45433 

Dear  Sir: 


Kpl  I'lltfl 

l  Vnn.i  Mr  Ki’iuli  i«. k 

•VihM  ues 

KoimIiI  l  \  linn 
Mum  i  it 

M.ii  ion  N  t  .u  lei 


The  Tooele  County  Board  of  Commissioners  strongly 
support  and  endorse  the  enclosed  letter. 

We  would  appreciate  your  immediate  consideration 
regarding  this  matter. 


I  ir.iM'it'i 

<.  1 1 ,i ii i  l  lVmllcMu 
A . • 

\|I1K  K  Piiummi 

S 1 1 1  \  C' s . » i 

I  hm.iltl  Ki »suilvi  v 


CS/pl 


Si ncerely, 

full  {  f, 

CHARLES  STROMBERG,  Chairman 
Tooele  County  Commission 


cc:  Sen.  Jake  Garn 

Hep,  James  B.  Hansen 


*Attached  letter  from  the  Bateman's  included  elsewhere. 


655  Kirman  Avenue 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 
October  9,  1983 

Environmental  Hanning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Patterson  AFB  Ohio  45433 
Gentlemen: 

Sometimes  air  traffic  in  Reno  is  diverted  to  other  than  regular 
landing  strips,  and  even  for  a  short  time  the  noise  is  unbearable. 
What  those  people  in  eastern  Nevada  would  have  to  endure  if  hundreds 
of  planes  per  month  are  goirg  to  be  flying  over  them  at  supersonic 
speeds  is  unthinkable.  It  would  be  enough  to  drive  then  insane. 

II  think  there  should  be  hearings  over  the  state  to  see  how  they 
feel  about  this  enlargement  of  the  Air  Force  operations  area. 

Will  Nevada  ever  be  free  of  bombardment  os  some  sort  by  our  own 
government? 

Very  truly  yours, 

/7 

/ / 

Mrs.  Juanita  'Tumbles 01 


Fnviornmental  planning 
rr-AFL-''-1"??. 
bright  Patterson, Ohio 
*i54  b>c 


QIjl— 

dot.  /j .  /<?  ?  j 


Gentlemen, 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  write  yon  people  whose  task  it  is  t,o  be  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  ebviornment  in  which  we  live, to  appraise  yon  of  what  the 
military  plans  are  for  the  desecration  of  the  enviornment  of  the  state  of 
Nevada  ."’ith  their  Supersonic  low  flying  Aircraft  envirions  of  this  area  is 
tc  be  bombaruea  by  hundreds  of  sonic  booms  per  day, with  little  or  no  thoug 
ht  as  to  life  here  will  be  affected. 

A  matter  of  record  is  the  fact  that-  eighty  seven  percent  of  the  total 
Ian*,  area  in  Neva  3a  is  Federal  Land, most  ofl  which  is  waste  land  and  most 
inhospitable  to  man  and  beast. "here  are  hundreds  of  square  miles  of  just 
,lain  ol..  salt  flats  and  sand  dunes  where  there  is  no  water  ana  nothing  will 
grow  in  the  way  of  plant  life  beneficial  to  either  man  or  beast. ^ut  for 
some  obscure  reason  the  "’ili  ary  refuses  t>  'rape  use  of  these  -asted  lanes 
for  their  training  purposes. For  instance  the  Fay  Department  has  moved  it's 
training  facilities  into  the  Fallon  area, which  is  one  of  the  few  rasis  that 
exists  on  the  .reat  American  Desert, he  ,-e  they  v.ant  to  carry  Out  thc-ir  deadly 
v.ar  games  right  over  the  Vieaus  of  people  with  a  total  disregard  of  how  their 
interests  are  affected. 

:  t  is  haru  for  so™e  of  us  t©  believe  th*t  Americans  cculu  possibly  be 
subjected  to  indignities  of  this  magnitude  ,Dut  such  is  the  case  anu  v.e  have 
no  recourse  to  even  coB~.cn  sense  of  our  of  f icials  ,r.ur  Fenatv-.r  Laxalt  has 
informed  us  that  we  would  have  to  learn  t<  co-exist  with  the  military, but 
unfortunately  for  us  he  has  no  suggestions  as  to  ho''.’  we  are  to  rr.^i.Si  e  this. 
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There  is  a  Law  that  protects  the  w.ilo  horses  that  roa"’  tne  western  ran¬ 
ges  from  harassment  by  aircraft. TsnT  t  it  flatte^lnp  to  us  to  realize  that 
the  v.il .  horse  is  worth  that  much  more  to  our  Government  than  are  the 
t eople. 

v'e  unuerstano.  that  you  Fnviormsents.l  people  are  involved  in  v-hethei'  or 
not  the  "ilitary  plans  are  to  be  finalized  here.”e  are  ho ;  inf  t  at  y c-  will 
pive  some  consideration  to  tVe  plirrt  of  the  ;  eoj  le  lavinr  here,  r.t  least 
we  shoulu  be  pain  for  our  property , which  would  enable  us  to  remove  ourse¬ 
lves  from  the  danger  zone. 

Respectfully  ■'•’'curs 


*L° 


St.OTT  >1  ,  MaTHKHON 

OC1VKHNOH 


Stati:  oi'  Utah 

OKFICt  O  I"  THE  GOVERNOR 
S  A  l_T  LAKE  C.ITV 
84114 

December  13,  1983 


Major  General  Marc  G.  Reynolds 
Commander  Ogden  Air  Logistics  Center 
Hill  Air  Force  3ase,  Utah  84-056 

Dear  General  Reynolds: 

The  Resource  Development  Coordinating  Committee  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  entitled  "Establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension 
and  Adjacent  Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training". 

The  attached  comments  address  specific  sections  of  the  DEIS.  From  the 
comments,  however,  there  are  a  number  of  important  points  that  deserve 
particular  attention.  They  include: 

1.  Worst  Case  Analysis:  A  careful  reading  of  the  DEIS  suggests  that  the  I 
"worst  case  scenario"  appears  to  be  much  closer  to  the  intentions  of  the  1154 
Department  of  Defense  than  the  level  of  activity  identified  as  the  proposed  S 
action.  Accordingly,  the  DEIS  should  be  republished  with  the  proposed  action  § 
defined  in  a  fashion  that  acknowledges  that  the  worst  case  scenario  is  the 
proposal . 


f55 
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2.  Consideration  of  Alternatives:  The  state  of  Utah  is  diasappointed 

that  many  of  the  other  promising  alternatives  were  excluded  without  additional 
analysis.  In  particular,  the  alternatives  of  using  already  restricted 
airspaces  R-6404,  R-6405,  and  R-6402  were  excluded  with  virtually  no 
discussion,  on  the  basis  that  they  are  too  small.  However,  it  is  apparent 
that  only  portions  of  the  Gandy  MOA  are  regularly  used  under  the  proposal. 

When  the  largely  unused  portions  are  compared  with  the  area  proposed  for 
expansion,  it  is  apparent  that  it  is  not  of  a  materially  different  site  than 
some  of  the  other  alternatives.  Thus,  dismissal  of  these  alternatives  on  the 
basin  of  size  is  inappropriate.  If  there  is  a  basis  for  excluding  the  other 
alternatives  discussed,  that  basis  should  be  fully  and  completely  set.  out  in 
the  environmental  impact  statement. 

3.  Deep  Creek  Mountains:  A  related  issue  concerns  the  Deep  Creek 

Mountains.  The  DEIS  repeatedly  notes  that  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  will  bn 
avoided  or  are  not  suitable  for  inclusion  in  supersonic  testing  due  to  their 
physical  characteristics.  If  this  is  the  case,  ?.hey  should  be  excluded  from  E  1  5  t 
the  proposal  or  the  proposed  action  should  be  defined  in  a  way  that  it  is  I 
clear  under  what  specific  circumstances  flights  will  be  permitted  in  the  g 
vicinity  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains. 
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General  Reynolds 
December  13,  1983 
Page-2- 
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4.  Adequacy  of  research  data  and  discussion:  The  state  is  generally 
concerned  that  the  research  data  utilized  to  support  the  conclusion  and 
discussion  of  environmental  impacts  is  out  of  date.  Most  of  the  studies 
relied  upon  were  conducted  in  the  1960's,  Because  little  was  known  about  the 
impacts  of  supersonic  flight  in  the  1960's,  it  is  apparent  that  such  studies 
could  be  successsfully  updated  today.  In  addition,  the  DEIS  virtually  fails 
to  deal  with  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  marked  increase  in  subsonic 
activity.  This  is  true  with  respect  to  environmental  impacts  on  humans, 
wildlife,  and  recreation. 


1  57 


15.  HUS  Arena:  The  DEIS  continually  refers  to  the  HUS  (HAMOTS  Upgrading  g 

System)  Arena  that  is  proposed  to  be  established.  However,  before  the  HUS  |  1  6  8 
Arena  can  be  used  a  baseline  against  which  to  measure  impacts  it  needs  to  be  a  | 
more  concrete,  identifiable,  and  certain  proposition. 


6.  Goshute  Indian  Reservation:  Finally,  the  state  of  Utah  is  very  . 

concerned  about  the  lack  of  consideration  given  to  the  residents  of  the  I 
159  goshute  Indian  Reservation.  The  DEIS  almost  casually  dismisses  the  option  of  8 1  ®  ® 
excluding  the  Indian  Reservation  from  any  expanded  supersonic  area,  reasoning  1 
that  there  are  only  150  Goshutes.  This  demonstrates  an  insensitivity  to  the 
Goshute  Tribal  members  and  way  of  life  guaranteed  by  federal  treaty 
obligations,  an  insensitivity  which  I  cannot  endorse. 


We  trust  that  you  will  consider  our  comments  carefully  as  you  prepare  the 
final  EIS.  The  state  of  Utah  feels  that  the  proposal  needs  to  take  into 
account  the  needs  of  the  citizens  of  our  state  as  well  as  the  goals  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 


In  conclusion,  this  proposal  raises  more  concerns  than  it  adequately 
considers.  Based  upon  this  review  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  DEIS  itself 
provides  a  basis  for  reasonable  objections  to  the  proposal  and  fails  to 
provide  a  complete  and  adequate  assessment  of  the  possible  impacts. 


SMM:mbz 


cc:  Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright-Pat ceraon  AJFB,  Ohio  45433 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Establishment  of  the  Ganoy  Range  Extension 
and  Aojacent  Restricted  Airspace  as  as 
Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training 


1.1.2  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range: 

. ..[t]he  HAMOTS  (High  accuracy  Multiple  Object  Tracking  System)  sites  to 
ba  picked  for  upgrading  will  be  those  that  can  best  take  advantage  of 
(the)  existing  supersonic  flight  airspace.  This  instrumentation  is  being 
proposed  under  a  program  known  as  the  HAMOTS  Upgrading  System  (HUS). (page 
3) 

Since  the  HUS  system  is  not  in  place  it  is  inappropriate  to  refer  to  its 
location  throughout  the  document  without  in  each  instance  noting  that  it  is 
simply  a  proposal.  In  aaoition,  as  long  as  it  remains  a  proposal,  it  should 
not  be  used  as  a  factor  favoring  the  location  of  the  proposed  supersonic 


airspace. 

Figure  2  (page  4)  depicts  the  optimum  training  range  of  100  nautical  miles 
from  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  The  0E1S  states  that: 


Although  outside  the  iOO  NM  radius,  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  is  being 
proposed  as  a  supersonic  flight  airspace  bacause  it  is  close  enough  that 
the  extra  distance  is  consioerea  an  acceptable  trade  off  when  compared  to 
the  alternatives,  (page  7) 

We  uisayiee  that  this  trade  off  which  wuulu  result  in  additional  impacts 
I  on  the  communities  below  the  airspace  is  acceptable,  and  question  the  need  for 
additional  airspace.  If  additional  supersonic  airspace  is  a  critical  need,  it 
[  appears  that  R-6404,  R-6405,  or  R-6402,  all  within  the  preferrred  100  NM 
radius  and  already  designated  as  restricted  airspace,  would  be  better  choices. 
The  final  EI5  should  more  fully  explain  why  these  alternatives  were  rejected. 

1.2.3  Special  Tests  and  Exercises:  The  description  of  Red  Flag  Exercises 
inoi cates  that: 


D~2o9 


Comments 

December  12,  1983 
page-2- 

Each  of  these  exercises  involved  composite  missions  of  50  to  60  aircraft 
simulating  realistic  air  combat  and  lasted  about  28  days.  All  Red  Flag 
missions  are  scheduled  in  supersonic  flight  airspace. (page  8) 

This  increased  intensity  of  flights  over  the  proposed  airspace  is  not  I  ^ 

folly  addressed  as  an  aduitional  impact  on  the  communities  and  special  uses  B 

beiow . 


11.  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  ANJ  ALTERNATIVES 
2.1,1  Proposal: 


Because  of  their  shape  and  size,  other  aircraft  may  create  sonic  booms  of 
greater  intensity,  but  since  a  vast  majority  of  the  aircraft  training 
involving  supersonic  speeds  will  be  by  F-16  aircraft,  characterisitics  of 
this  aircraft  will  be  used  throughout  this  document  to  evaluate  the  impact 
of  the  proposed  action,  (page  9) 

In  aadition,  an  page  11  it  is  stated  that: 

"Since  the  F-15  ana  F-16  use  similar  air-to-air  training  scenarios  and  are 
similar  in  shape,  the  results  of  the  F-15  will  be  used  for  the  F-16  in 
this  document." 

More  precise  justification  for  using  this  comparison  is  not  offered  in  the 
DEIS.  Therefore,  it  is  inappropriate  to  use  the  results  of  the  I960  report 
\Q2  "Development  of  C-weighted  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  Contours  for  F-15  Air 
Combat  Maneuvering  Areas"  as  a  basis  for  flight  performance  results  of  the 
F-16  in  the  DEIS.  Nor  is  the  comparision  of  the  F-15  to  all  other  anticipated 

aircraft  an  adequate  comparison.  We  would  expect  descriptions  of  other 

44  |  4  4 

"anticipated  aircraft"  to  be  incluaed  in  the  DF.1S  to  forecast  all  expected  1 

impacts. 


D-24Q 


Comments 

December  12,  1983 
page-3- 

I  Figure  4  on  page  10  shows  that  the  proposal  surrounds  the  Goshute  Indian 
Reservation.  This  is  highly  objectionable  and  the  state  supports  the  Goshutes 
opposition  to  the  Air  Force  proposal. 


The  figure  of  850  to  1050  aircraft  going  supersonic  per  month  in  this 
airspace  is  the  maximum  anticipated.  Existing  supersonic  flight,  airspace 
over  DoD  property  in  Utah  can  handle  a  portion  of  the  traininng 
requirements  ana  will  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  If  any  F-16 
sorties  are  accomplished  over  DoD  property,  the  number  accomplished  in  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  will  decrease  accordingly.  However, 
the  airspace  over  restricted  property  is  used  heavily  for  daily  training 
involving  ground  targets.  Also,  this  area  is  normally  scheduled  for 
special  exercises  ana  development  tests  which  are  occuring  on  an 
increasingly  frequent  basis.  Therefore,  should  the  proposed  airspace  be 
approveo  for  supersonic  flight  training,  it  is  anticipated  that  maximum 
usage  will  occur  frequently,  (page  11) 


154 


This  again  demonstrates  that  the  worst  case  scenario  is  to  be  expected  to  I 
occur  "frequently".  Our  review  of  the  DEIS  demonstrates  that  the  "worst  case  fi 
scenario"  is  a  more  likely  scenario  than  the  "proposed  action".  I 

2- 1.3.1  Transition  Training:  It  is  noted  that,  within  the  Gandy  MOA  now 
designated  as  subsonic  with  a  floor  of  100  feet  AGl.: 


Effective  training  is  further  degraded  because  a  great  deal  of  the  pilot's 
attention  must  be  devoted  to  restricting  the  aircraft  to  subsonic 
airspeeds.  Since  pilots  must  continually  reference  the  cockpit  airspeed 
indicatur,  concentration  on  the  specific  mission  learning  obiectives  is 
impeded,  (page  13) 

I  It  is  likely  that  this  would  also  be  the  case  for  a  pilot  checking  his 
instruments  to  ensure  that  he  does  not  violate  the  minimum  supersonic  flight 
level  of  5,000  feet  AGL.  If  for  this  reason  the  flight  training  in  this  area 
will  be  impaired  the  DEIS  should  state  that  fact. 


2. 1.3.4  Dissimilar  Air  Combat  Tactics:  This  activity  is  described  (page 
15)  as  involving  4  to  8  aircraft  employing  combat  tactics  currently  conducted 
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above  Dob  land.  The  previously  mentioned  Red  Flag  exercises  and  this  activity 
are  intense  flight  maneuvers  that  are  not  adequately  addressed  as  an  impact  on 
the  communities  and  other  uses  in  this  area. 


1  64 


2.1.4  Quantities  of  Proposed  Training: 

A  review  of  the  DC IS  with  respect  to  quantities  of  training  flights 

demonstrates  that  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  will  be  those  of  the 

worst  case  scenario.  For  example,  the  DEIS  states: 

At  times,  scheduling  air-to-sir  sorties  for  this  area  will  continue  to 
conflict  with  special  exercises,  research  and  developments  projects,  and 
the  956  monthly  F-16  air-to-ground  sorties,  all  three  of  which  must  be 
scheduled  for  airspace  over  DoD  controlled  land,  (page  15) 

The  distribution  of  flights  is  reported  as  719  F-16  air-to  air  sorties  in  the 

proposed  airspace  with  the  remaining  450  in  airspace  over  DoD  land  already 

approved  for  supersoninc  flight.  The  DEIS  also  notes: 

However,  when  conflicts  arise  over  scheduling  operations  in  airspace  over 
DoD  owned  land,  part  or  all  of  the  450  air-to  air  sorties  normally 
performed  there  will  be  moved  to  the  proposed  airspace.  When  all  sorties 
are  scheduled  far  the  proposed  airspace,  the  worst  condition  exists  of 
1169  air-to-air  sorties  with  90%  of  tnese,  or  about  1050,  sorties 
involving  supersonic  speeds,  (page  16) 

The  DEIS  continues: 


The  existing  supersonic  Flight  airspace  over  the  southern  range  will 
frequently  be  overloaded  with  tests,  exercises  and  air-to-ground  sorties. 
In  these  cases,  particularly  if  approved  for  supersonic  flights,  the 
proposed  supersonic  flight  airspace  will  be  scheduled  for  most  of  the  388 
TFWs  air-to-air  sorties.  With  all  1169  monthly  air-to-air  sorties  being 
accomplished  in  the  new  supersonic  flight  airspace,  it  is  estimated  that 
about  75  percent  will  be  accomplished  in  airspace  that  is  within  tne  HUS 
Arena,  (page  19) 

Again,  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  these  statements  is  that  we  could 
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expeet  the  worst  case  scenario  will  occur  "frequently". 

In  fact,  this  "worst  case  scenario"  does  not  include  many  possible 

impacts,  for  example,  on  page  16  it  is  stated  that  an  "additional  factor"  to 

he  considered  for  future  operations  is  that  the  419  TFW  anticipates  changing 

aircraft.  F-105  aircraft  of  the  419  TFW  will  be  replaced  with  the  F-16. 

When  the  419  TFW  changes  aircraft,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  number  of 
aircraft  and  the  volume  of  training  may  eventually  increase  over  present 
levels,  up  to  about  24  sorties  per  day  or  120  per  week,...  these  419  TFW 
sorties  may  increase  the  total  number  of  supersonic  flights  out  of  Hill 
flFB  by  about  24%.  (page  16)  (emphasis  added) 

However,  this  is  not  adressed  in  the  worst  case  scenario  nor  considered  in 

this  impact  statement  as  evidenced  by  the  statement: 

The  number  of  supersonic  flight  sorties  to  be  flown  in  the  proposed  flight 
airspace  does  not  include  419  TFW  sorties...  (page  18) 

Thus,  the  DEIS  fails  to  consider  the  adding  of  additional  flights  from  the  419 

TFW  to  those  of  the  388  TFW  in  the  proposal. 

2.1.5  Locations  of  Proposed  Training: 

As  might  be  expected,  once  the  HAMOTS  Upgrading  System  (HUS)  tracking 
equipment  is  installed. . .the  HUS  Arena  will  generally  be  the  area  of  first 
choice  for  scheduling  air-to-air  sorties,  (page  18) 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  it  is  inappropriate  to  tie  the  proposal  adoressed  by 

this  DEIS  with  another  proposal  that  is  not  yet  implemented. 

2.2  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action:  Unless  it  can  be  shown  that  a 

critical  need  exists  for  additional  training  space,  the  state  would  favor  the 

alternative  listed  under  2.2.1  No  Action,  (page  19)  This  option  limits  local J 

supersonic  F-16  training  to  existing  supersonic  space  in  the  southern  portion 
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of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range.  IT,  however,  is  can  be  shown  that  a  | 

critical  need  exists  for  additional  training  .space,  we  would  favor  option 

2.2.2,  i.e. ,  other  areas  for  supersonic  flight  training  (page  20). 

Under  2. 2. 2.1,  Supersonic  Flight  Areas  Selection  Criteria,  you  have  listed: 

(1)  As  an  optimum  the  area  should  be  located  within  100  nautical 
miles... of  Hill  AfB  to  minimize  the  time/ fuel  required  to  transit  to  and 
from  the  area. 


This  100  nautical  mile  criteria  is  applied  to  the  F-16  training  area 
alternative  analysis  since  greater  distances  would  preclude  a  sufficient 
amount  of  time  devoted  to  actual  supersonic  flight  air  combat  training  in 
each  sortie.  A  significant  reduction  of  training  time  in  this  manner 
would  severely  impair  the  unit  capability  of  meeting  mission  requirements, 
(page  20) 

In  an  earlier  portion  of  the  DEIS,  discussion  included  the  need  to  adequately 
meet  combat  simulation  requirements.  For  this  reason,  since  the  Gandy 
Extension  Range  is  outside  this  100  NM  radius,  areas  within  the  UTTR  and 
within  the  100  NM  radius  should  be  given  more  serious  consideration. 

Other  considerations  among  the  listed  criteria  are: 

(3)  The  area  should  be  very  sparsely  populated  so  that  the  fewest  number 
of  people  are  affected  by  the  noise  impact  resulting  from  supersonic 
flight  training,  (page  20) 

The  DEIS  should  consider  the  possibility  of  future  growth  in  this  area  as  well 

as  the  impacts  upon  the  residents  already  living  within  the  proposed  airspace. 

...[The]  Gandy  Range  Extension _ is  located  outside  the  optimum  100 

nautical  mile  range.  However,  it  is  close  enough  that  this  was  determined 
to  be  an  acceptable  trade-off  when  compared  to  the  considerations 
presented  by  other  alternatives,  (page  21) 
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2.2.2.2.1  Lucin  Military  Uparatiuns  Areas  (West  and  North  of  R-6404): 

v 

"Ibis  area  tits  tne  100  nautical  mile  criteria  better  than  the  Gandy  Range  but 
is  less  acceptable  according  to  the  other  selection  criteria."  (page  21)  The 
Lucin  MO  As  are  rejected  as  viable  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  for  the  following 
reasons : 

Certain  land  areas  beneath  this  MQA  have  already  proven  to  be  very 
sensitive  to  the  noise  created  by  existing  low  level  aircraft  activity. 
...there  have  been  noise  complaints. . .[there]  has  even  been  alleged  damage 
to  chicken  ranching ...[ in  addition,]  pilots  stationed  at  the  Hill 
generally  feel  the  topography  of  this  area  aoes  not  lena  itself  to  air 
combat  maneuvers  as  well  as  does  Gandy."  (page  22) 

We  agree  that  sensitivity  to  noise  due  to  low  level  aircraft  is  a 

problem.  In  fact  at  recent  hearings  in  Ibapah,  Utah  and  Ely,  Nevada,  this  was 

a  common  complaint.  If  this  is  a  problem  to  those  living  under  the  Lucin 

Military  Operated  Areas  then  we  expect  it  is  also  a  valid  concern  for  those 

living  it'  or  otherwise  utilizing  the  space  under  the  proposed  Gandy 

Extension.  As  noted  earlier  in  the  state's  comments,  the  additional  noise 

impact  due  to  additional  aircraft  that  would  be  using  the  proposed  airspace  is 

a  significant  concern  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

"In  addition,  none  of  this  airspace  can  make  use  of  the  elaborate  tracking 
equipment  which  will  make  up  the  HUS  Arena  Described  in  1.1.2,"  Because 
"...a  good  portion  of  the  Gandy  Range..."  is  within  the  HUS  Arena,  it  "can 
be  used  to  its  fullest  capability,  (page  22) 

Again,  the  location  of  the  HUS  Arena  is  merely  "proposed"  at  this  time. 

2. 2. 2. 2. 2  Restricted  Airspace  R-6404: 

This  restricted  airspace  meets  all  the  selection  criteria  except  size. 
Commercial  airways  border  the  north  and  the  south  sides  of  this  airspace 
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anri  air-to-ground  training  ties  to  the  UoD  property  below  further  I 
restricting  the  airspace  that  might  be  used.  This  airspace  is  small  to  I 
begin  with;  when  the  size  is  further  reduced  by  conQitronal  restraints  it  I  4 
becomes  unacceptable,  (page  22)  1 

The  DEIS  stated  that  usually  only  the  northern  portion  of  the  Gandy  Space  | 

would  be  utilized.  Except  for  when  the  R-6404  airspace  is  being  used  for 

air-to-grounu  maneuvers  its  size  is  similar  to  the  northern  portion  of  the 

Gandy  Extension  Range.  Although  sometimes  inconvenient,  some  sharing  of  106 

airspace  to  facilitate  both  types  of  required  training  (i.e.,  air-to-air  ana 

air-to-ground)  should  be  considered  when  the  trade  off  is  conducting  intense  | 

military  exercises  over  non-DoD  owned  land. 

2. 2. 2. 2. 3  Restricted  Airspaces  R-6402.  and  R-6405: 

Together  these  airspaces  meet  the  selection  criteria;  separately  they  I 
become  prohibitively  small.  However,  constraints  in  thes  6  alCGS  do  reduce  | 
them  to  an  unacceptable  size.  The  western  edge  of  R-6402  is  part  of  the  | 

UTTR  already  approved  for  supersonic  activity  and  would  provide  no  | 
additional  carrying  capacity,  (page  22)  1 

hot  withstanding  the  quoted  language,  only  a  tiny  portion  of  R-6402  is  already  | 

designated  for  supersonic  flight.  Therefore  most  of  6402  is  available  as  | 

167 

aaoitional  supersonic  carrying  capacity  (see  figure  2). 

Also  Fish  Springs  National  Wiiulife  Refuge  is  located  below  the  border  of 
R-6402  and  R-6405  as  well  as  a  historical  Pony  Express  and  Stage  Route 
which  leads  to  Calleo  and  which  has  several  historical  sites.  Although  no 
damage  would  be  expected,  these  areas  would  be  subjected  to  sonic  booms 
under  this  alternative.  In  addition,  none  of  this  airspace  can  make  use 
of  the  elaborate  tracking  equipment  which  make  up  the  H05  Arena  depicted 
in  Figure  3.0.  If  the  area  of  Dugway  and  Michaels  were  avoided,  this 
alternative  would  appear  to  impact  less  residents. . .(page  22) 

Again,  the  H'dS  Arena  is  not  yet  in  place.  THe  DEIS  assumes  that  it  is 
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siynificant  to  protect  the  Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  historical  sites  from  being 
"subject  to  sonic  booms  unuer  this  alternative".  The  State  of  Utah  believes 
that  it  is  equally  significant  to  protect  wilaiife,  the  Deep  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Area  and  the  Gushute  Indian  Reservation  that  would  be  impacted  by  sonic 
bourns  if  the  proposed  airspace  is  approved.  In  aodition  both  these  areas  are 
within  the  "optimum  100  NM  radius".  Therefore,  the  State  finds  no  compelling 
reason  why  these  areas  are  not  considered  more  seriously  for  redesignation  as 
supersonic  airspace.  It  appears,  in  particular,  that  R-6405  would  be  less 
objectionable  than  the  proposed  Ganoy  Extension,  as  it  has  the  advantage  of 
being  within  the  100  NM  radius.  In  addition,  there  are  no  competing 
air-to-grouno  combat  maneuvers  in  this  area. 

V.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES: 

4.0  General: 

The  environmental  consequences  addressed  in  this  section  are  found  to  be 
generally  acceptable  for  residential  living,  and  the  specific  training 
sites  identified  later  within  the  proposed  airspace  will  generally  avoid 
areas  of  known  population,  (page  33) 

The  fact  that  the  Air  Force  finds  an  impact  "acceptable"  is  not  an 
appropriate  description  of  the  consequences  of  the  proposed  action.  The  DEIS 
should  objectively  describe  the  impacts  rather  than  impose  subjective 
jucguments  on  the  reader.  In  addition,  the  assurance  "generally  avoid"  is  not 
specific.  If  the  Air  Force  intends  to  avoid  certain  areas,  this  should  be 
specifically  included  in  the  proposed  action. 
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4,1.2  Noise  Impacts 


4. 1.2.1  General: 


69 


Noise  in  the  area  will  result  from  two  sources:  the  aircraft  itself,  and 
from  the  pnenomenon  produced  when  an  aircraft  exceeas  the  speed  of  sound 
and  causes  a  sonic  boom,  (page  37) 

Noise  will  also  result  from  aoaitional  subsonic  activity  in  this  area  due  to  a 
more  intense  use  of  the  airspace  as  has  already  been  discussed.  However,  the 
report  states  that: 

When  the  aircraft  is  at  subsonic  speeds... the  noise  levels  will  be 
insignificant.  ...The  Public  Affairs  Office  at  Hill  AF3  logs  and  minitors 
all  noise  complaints  that  are  received  because  of  Air  Force  operations  in 
the  vicinity.  They  are  unaware  of  any  history  of  noise  complaints  coming 
from  the  land  areas  beneath  the  airspace  under  consideration,  (page  37) 

This  is  inconsistent  with  testimony  at  the  recent  hearings  in  Ibapah,  Utah  and 

tly,  Nevada,  where  several  residents  complained  of  the  existing  noise  due  to 

subsonic  flight  activity  and  expressed  concern  over  additional  activity  in  the 

area. 


If  approved  for  supersonic  flight,  aircraft  involved  in  air-to-air 
training  in  the  airspace  will  be  at  subsonic  speeds  during  most,  of  their 
flight,  but  will  accelerate  flight  when  conducting  basic  fighter 
maneuvers,  (page  37) 


Since  the  number  of  flights  wiIj.  admittedly  Oc  more,  and  the  subsonic  floor  is  S 
1U0  feet  AGL,  the  additional  impacts  from  many  more  subsonic  flights  need  to  I  ^  ^ 


be  fully  adoressed. 


4. 1.2. 2  Supersonic  Noise  (Sonic  Booms): 


A  focus  boom  occurs  when  shock  waves  from  an  aircraft  in  supersonic  flight 
converge  on  the  same  point  in  space  at  the  same  time  . . .  Estimates  of 
the 
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intensified  overpressure's  occuring  as  a  result  of  focusing  ranye  from  two 
to  five  times  the  peak  nominal  overpressure,  (page  39) 


The  Air  Force,  along  with  other  DoD  services,  is  involved  in  efforts  to  | 
mouel  the  situation  to  determine  where  and  in  what  situations  focus  booms  n 
will  be  generated.  More  information  on  these  efforts  ana  their  findings  | 

shoula  be  available  for  inclusion  in  the  final  version  of  this  document.  §  1  7  1 

(page  39)  A 

The  adaitional  information  referenced  should  be  in  the  final  CIS.  I 

4. 1.2. 2.1  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on  People:  The  impacts  discussed  in  section 

4. 1.2. 2.1  are  based  upon  studies  conducted  in  1968.  We  oo  not  consider  test 

results  from  1968  to  be  current  and  thus  not  a  reliable  for  inclusion  in  this 

report,  (page  39-40) 

Although  some  aaaptation  may  be  expecteo  with  repeat  sonic  booms,  startle 
is  a  primitive  response  and  whenever  an  adequate  startle  stimulus  occurs, 
a  startle  response  oroinarily  follows,  (page  40) 

Where  is  the  basis  for  this  conclusion?  Is  it  merely  the  opinion  of  the  I  1  V  ?. 

authors? 

Because  of  the  geographical  conditions  beneath  the  Gandy  airspace  and 
because  of  the  location  of  the  existing  supersonic  airspace,  the  Gandy 
airspace  is  capable  of  facilitating  three  training  areas,  each  with  its  own 
ellipse  where  supersonic  activity  will  take  place,  (page  41)  _ 

This  observation  tends  to  confirm  the  States’  concern  that  alternative  | 

j  1  7  3 

areas  discounted  due  to  insufficient  size  were  in  fact  large  enough  to  allow  I 
supersonic  flight  training.  I 

Some  experiments  have  shown  a  tendancy  for  sonic  boom  exposure  to  degrade 
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the  performance  of  certain  visual,  steering  and  tracking  tasks,  while 
ethers  have  shown  no  effect  on  performance.  ...[these  have]  also  been 
reported  to  interrupt  work,  rest,  recreation,  school  and  other  day-to-day 
activities.  The  actual  acoustic  masking  effect  of  the  boom  is  negligible 
because  its  duration  is  only  a  fraction  of  a  second.  However,  the  actual 
interruption  will  often  last  longer  than  the  boom  whether  on  not  startle 
occurs; ..  .thought  prucesses  it, ay  be  interrupted  without  immediate  recovery, 
and  group  activities  may  require  a  short  time  to  resume  their  previous 
business.  It  may  take  several  minutes  before  the  interrupted  activity  is 
fully  resumed  and  order  is  restoreo  in  the  case  of  groups  of  individuals, 
[page  A3) 

If  these  results  are  to  be  expecteo,  as  the  report  states,  the  State  views 
these  impacts  as  unacceptable  intrusions  into  the  classroom  environment.  This 
intrusion  also  adversely  affects  the  quality  of  life  in  the  community  as  a 
whole,  as  well  as  adversely  affecting  the  wilderness  user's  experience. 
Additional  research  concerning  the  impact  of  sonic  booms  on  the  citizens  of 

the  State  and  their  educational,  working  ana  recreational  experience  is 

✓ 

necessary  before  any  assessment  of  impacts  can  be  meaningful. 

A. 1.2. 2. 2  Sonic  Boom  Effects  on  Animals; 

Although  domestic  livestock  have  been  observed  during  exposure  to  sonic 
booms,  their  reactions  have  not  been  conclusive  and  in  most  cases, 
indicated  only  recognition  of  a  sound  stimulus.  ...Generally,  though,  the 
magnitude  of  animal  responses  to  sonic  boom  overpressure  normally 
experiencea  has  been  slight,  (page  46) 

Additional  work  is  also  necessary  to  determine  the  actual  effects  of  sonic 
boom  activity  on  animals.  The  relacionship  is  not  clearly  known.  For 
example,  the  DEIS  quotes  Cottereau  of  the  National  Veterinary  School  Of  Lyon, 
Lyon,  France  as  saying; 

Chronic  direct  effects  on  wila  animals  have  not  been  investigated,  but  no 
significant  effects  of  this  kind  are  presently  foreseen.  (1978)  (page  A7) 
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This  confirms  the  state's  position  that  all  effects  of  the  proposed 

activity  have  not  been  studieo.  The  statement  that  no  significant  effects  are 

foreseen  is  an  opinion  and  as  such  not  evidence  favoring  this  conclusion.  Our 

position  is  further  grounded  in  the  following  statements  from  the  DEIS: 

An  FAA  study  completeo  in  1973. . .states  that  "Knowledge  concerning  the 
effects  of  sonic  booms  on  wildlife  is  limited,  but  it  appears  that  sonic 
booms  do  not  pose  a  significant  threat."  (page  48)  (emphasis  added) 

In  addition  the  DEIS  points  out; 

While  available  data  indicates  wildlife  ano  animals  demonstrate  limited 
response  and  no  nestling  death  or  eyrie  abandonment,  questions  on  long 
term  protracteo  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  remain  to  be  studied. 

(page  48) 

A  study  from  1970  is  quotea  in  the  DEIS  as  stating  that  it  was: 

...[njoted  that  the  reactions  by  animals  were  more  pronounced  to  low 
flying  subsonic  aircraft  that  to  booms,  (page  46) 

It  follows  then  that  the  impacts  of  additional  subsonic  activity  on  animals 

needs  to  be  addressea.  This,  however,  is  indicative  of  a  greater  failing  of 

the  DEIS.  It  almost  totally  fails  to  address  the  environmental  impacts  of 

subsonic  activity, 

. ..[tjhe  supersonic  flight  ellipses  in  Figure  8.0  do  not  extend  into  the 
Deep  Creek  Mountains.  Therefore,  normal  supersonic  operations  should  have  I 
no  impact  on  this  habitat,  (page  53)  | 

If  the  ellipses  of  predicted  acitivity  do  not  extend  over  this  Wilderness  | 

Study  Area,  then  why  request  its  inclusion  in  the  proposal?  As  earlier  noted  8  166 

in  our  comments,  if  this  area  and  others  the  Air  Force  purportedly  intends  to  | 

"avoid"  during  supersonic  flight  activity  are  not  included,  then  the  rejecteo  | 

alternatives  would  be  of  similar  size  to  the  Gandy  Extension  Range.  | 
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4.1.5  Impact  on  Air  Traffic:  The  DEIS  states  that  there  is: 

. . .[cjomplete  radar  coverage  down  to  15,000  feet  AGL  from  the  299th 
Dummunications  Squadron's  radar  antenna  located  on  a  9,300  foot  mountain 
south  of  Ogden,  (page  11) 

However , 


There  is  a  proposed  radar  mooernizaticn  project  that  will  locate  a  'gap 
filler'  radar  site  at  Tippett,  Nevada,  which  will  complete  the  airspace’s 
radar  coverage  between  5, GOO  and  15,000  feet  AGL  and  lower.  Funds  have 
not  yet  been  approved  for  this  project,  so  it  is  not  known  when  it  will  be 
constructed,  (page  13) 

Since  anticipated  flight  coverage  is  to  be  more  intense,  this  could  pose  an 
additional  safety  problem  to  non-military  aircraft.  The  following  statements, 
however,  illustrate  that  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  recognize  that  additional 
military  aircraft  pose  an  additional  hazard. 


176 


As  compared  to  current  subsonic  flight  operations,  supersonic  flight 
training  will  not  result  in  special  procedures  or  operating  limitations 
being  placed  on  private  aircraft.  (Page  53) 

A  majority  of  the  general  aviation  traffic  in  this  area  can  be  expected  to 
operate  below  10,000  feet  AGL  and  most  supersonic  training  can  be  expected 
to  take  place  above  this  elevation,  (page  54) 


Based  on  this  analysis,  the  proposed  action  should  have  minimal  effect 
beyond  current  levels  on  general  aviation  in  the  area,  (page  54) 

However,  the  "analysis"  is  merely  an  unsupported  conclusion  that  does  not 


address  all  of  the  impacts  associated  with  additional  military  traffic. 


...resident  fear  and  anxiety  toward  aircraft  accidents  may  result  from  or 
be  intensified  by  sonic  boom  activity,  (page  54) 

The  DEIS  should  also  note  that  resident  fear  or  anxiety  may  result  from 
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increased  flight  activity. 

4 . 3  Relationship  of  Piopuseo  fiction  to  Land  Use  Plans,  Policies  and 
Controls: 

Prior  to  the  notice  of  intent,  additional  scoping  was  accomplished  as  the 
local  level,  (page  56) 

When  ana  where  were  these  meetings  held?  The  residents  at  the  recent  public 
hearings  in  Ibapah,  Utah  and  Ely,  Nevada  remarked  that  they  had  not  been  given 
adequate  notice  of  this  action  and  the  State  is  not  aware  of  such  activites. 

4. 3. 1.2  Access  to  Non-Military  Aircraft: 

The  Utah  Division  of  Wildxife  Resources  has  indicated  that  they  frequently 
have  encountered  difficulties  accessing  that  area  in  order  to  conduct  wildlife 
surveys.  The  timing  of  these  surveys  is  often  important  to  the  accuracy  of  the 
results.  However,  if  the  joint  usage  policy  will  prevent  regular  and 
predictable  access  to  the  area  by  DNK,  that  impact  on  DNR  operations  should  be 
evaluated,  (page  56-57) 

4.3.2  Recreation  Plans: 

4. 3. 2.1  Wilderness  Areas: 
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The  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (PL  88-577)  established  a  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  consisting  of  wilderness  areas  to  be  designated  on 
federal  lands.  Wilderness  as  described  in  the  Act,  "...has  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude .. .there  should  be... no  use  of  motor  vehicles, 
motorized  equipment. . .within  any  such  area."  (page  57) 

...[e]arly  in  1980  BLM  identified  a  portion  of  the  original  Deep  Creek 
Mountain  inventory  unit  as  a  Wilderness  Study  Area...  (page  57) 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  supersonic  activity  would  involve 
any  irreversible  damage  to  the  unique  qualitites  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains,  (page  57) 
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It  is  inconceivable  that  the  solitude  experienced  by  users  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Mountains  will  not  be  adversely  impacted.  The  DEIS  should  openly  acknowledge 
the  inconsistency  between  sonic  booms  and  a  wilderness  experience. 

qenerated  a^;as  where  sonic  booms  are  expected  to  be 

»afnatuhv1!?tSni,T(Pag,?57)'J  ^  for  L?S2£l 

Again,  as  earlier  mentioned,  if  this  area  is  not  anticipated  to  be  used  then 
why  include  it  in  the  proposal  at  all? 

4,6,2  Minimum  Weekend/Holiday  Area  Flying: 

Jf  »«*end/holiday  supersonic  flight  training  win  De 

Again,  what  kino  of  assurances  will  pe  provided?  Will  this  be  an  offical 

Huxxey.  tor  this  position  to  be  used  as  a  mitigation  measure  it  must  be 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  action. 

DTATQ-l577~hU<^  ^d'fr-C1^ST  0RGAN1-ZATI0Nl5’  flND  PERSONS  TO  WHOM  COPIES  OF  THE 

We  believe  that  this  list  is  out  of  date.  For  example,  Dr.  Jim  Bunger  is 
no  longer  the  Utah  State  Science  Advisor.  He  .left  this  post  approximately  two 
years  ago.  We  suggest  that  this  list  be  updated  so  that  copies  of  the  DEIS 
and  the  EIS  are  sent  to  the  correct  people  and  offices.  I 
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APPENDIX  P 

SUN1C  BOOM  CHARACTERISTICS 


The  discussion  which  follows  will  summarize  the  background  ana  the  latest 
available  information  for  sonic  booms,  (page  B-2) 

HUMAN  RESPONSE: 

Of  the  many  field  studies  conducted  to  better  understand  community 
response  to  sonic  booms,  the  three  most  extensive  were  conducted  over  St 
Louis,  Oklahoma  City,  and  Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  (page  B-8) 

8  O 

However,  the  studies  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  were  conducted  in  i965  and 
1967.  These  are  outateo  and  do  not  belong  in  this  report. 

Finally  the  DEIS  cites  "The  Sonic  Boom  Literature  Survey"  from  1973.  The 
document  claims  it  is  comprised  of  92  investigations.  When  were  these 
tj  undertaken?  What  type  of  studies  were  they?  To  the  extent  that  these  studies 
are  used  for  a  basis  for  conclusions  in  the  DEIS,  they  should  be  specifically 
indentifieo. 

STRUCTURAL  RESPONSE: 

The  largest  percentage  of  sonic  boom  damage  claims  has  been  for  glass 
damage.  Plaster  damage  is  second.  ...Sonic  booms  with  over-pressure  pf  3 
psf  tp  5  psf  can  cause  minor  damage  to  plaster  on  wood  lath,  oiu  yypsum 
doaro  and  bathroom  tile,  new  stucco,  and  suspended  ceilings  already 
damaged,  (page  B-12) 

The  discussion  following  this  introduction  again  cites  the  1965  study  from 

2 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  and  the  1967  study  from  Edwards  AFB,  California. 
Also,  a  test  conducted  in  1965  at  White  Sands,  New  Mexico  is  included.  The 
State  feels  that  these  tests  are  out  of  date  and  therefore  not  appropriate 
material  to  base  a  decision  regarding  the  proposal  for  additional  supersonic 
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space . 

The  authors  feel  that: 

Une  additional  investigation  is  worthy  of  mention.  In  1977  an  adobe  house 
in  southern  Arizona  was  instrumented  ana  evaluated  while  supersonic 
training  was  taking  place  overhead.  The  conclusion  of  the  evaluation  was 
that  the  adobe  strucuture  reacted  similar[ly]  to  a  conventional  style 
structure.  Based  on  this  analysis,  there  should  be  no  difference  in  the 
probability  of  aamage  to  an  adobe  structure  or  a  conventional  structure, 
(page  b-15) 

This  hardly  constitutes  a  random  selection  necessary  for  a  complete 
evaluation  nor  sufficient  time  upon  which  to  araw  conclusions  related  to  the 
integrety  of  an  adobe  structure  when  subjected  to  supersonic  training. 

Bighorn  Sheep:  The  document  contains  five  observations  from  1978  and  1979 


which  are  inconclusive. 


The  Utah  Air  Travel 
Commission 


December  15,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HQ  AFLC/DEPV 

Wright  Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 

Re:  Diaft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range 
Extension  and  Adjacent  Airspace  as  an  Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training 

Gentlemen: 

The  Utah  Air  Travel  Commission  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  not  opposing 
the  creation  of  the  Supersonic  Training  Range  within  the  Gandy  MOA.  The 
range,  as  proposed,  should  have  minimal  immediate  effect  on  commercial  or 
general  aviation  utilizing  that  airspace.  We  ao,  however,  wish  to  voice  two 
concerns,  both  of  which  are  safety  related: 

1.  It  appears  there  will  be  a  large  mix  of  aircraft  operating  within  the  I 
Gandy  MOA,  some  of  which  will  fly  at  speeds  less  than  100  nautical  miles  I 
per  hour  while  others  will  operate  at  supersonic  speeds.  This  definitely  | 
increases  the  risk  of  a  mid-air  collision  with  closure  rates  too  rapid  for  i  207 
see-and-avoid  tactics.  As  military  training  activities  intensify,  it  may  | 
become  impossible  for  scheduled  commercial  flights  to  operate  safely  in 
the  MOA  airspace,  requiring  tnem  to  fly  around  MOAs  as  well  as  restricted 
ranges,  except  when  air  traffic  control  can  verify  no  military  activity. 

2.  In  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement,  it  is  stated  that  the 
creation  of  the  supersonic  training  area  will  increase  the  number  of 
military  training  flights.  Presently  there  are  several  established 
airways  used  by  commercial  airlines  which  cross  the  western  Utah  deserts. 

As  the  number  of  military  flights  increase,  there  will  be  additiona1 
congestion  around  these  airways,  particularly  In  the  joint 

civilian/milit.ary  use  MOAs,  which  in  turn  will  increase  the  potential  for 
accidents.  Airline  routing  planners  will  surely  take  uhis  into 

consideration  and  may  impose  restrictions  on  their  equipment  operating 
into  or  out  of  Salt  Lake  International  Airport.  This  could  have  a_ 

negative  impact  on  the  economic  potential  and  development  of  the  Salt  Lake  |  *  0  ® 
City  hub.  I 
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While  both  of  these  concerns  are  important,  we  feel  the  necessity  of 
training  a  strong  national  defense  outweighs  the  potential  negative  s;  fety 
considerations  imposed  by  the  supersonic  range.  We  do  recommend,  however, 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  provide  assurances  that  there  will  be  cross 
utilization  of  the  ranges  set  aside  for  the  various  branches  of  the  military 
and  that  a  long  range  master  plan  for  future  land  and  airspace  acquisition  be 
provided  to  both  state  and  local  planning  authorities  for  their  review  and 
concurrance. 


Respectfully  yours. 


cc:  Covenor  Scott  M.  Matheson 

Judith  Hinchman,  Office  of  Planning  and  Budget 
It.  Colonel  Joseph  Winsett,  HAFB 
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Utah  Wilderness  Association 

325  JUDGE  BUILDING  -  SALT  LAKE  CITY, UTAH  &4111 -[8011 359-1337 


10  October  1983 


F.nvi  ronmental  Planning 

i iq  Ai;i,c/nr.pv 

Vu'iglit-Patlerson  AFB,  Oil  45433 


Dear  Sirs : 

We  are  formally  requesting  an  extension  of  time  for  public  comment  I 
on  the  CIS  (  draft  )  for  the  Gandy  Range,  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah.  I  5 

We  learned  of  the  HIS  on  4  October  and  received  the  F.1S  on  the  fifth  g 
of  October.  The  comment  period  terminates  on  the  14th  of  October.  This  fi 
is  less  than  10  days  for  analysis  and  comment.  ■ 

Glearly  this  is  violation  of  the  NiT’A  public  involvement  regulations 
promulgated  as  a  result  of  N1UPA.  Therefore  we  would  like,  at  minimum, 
a  60  day  comment  period  extension  and  public  hearings  and  meetings 
to  adequately  discuss  and  inform  the  public  on  what  i ^  a  very  controversial 
proposal . 

We  do  expect  to  hear  from  you  soon.  Thanks  very  much. 


Cordial ly , 

iU  tmW 

Hick  Carter 
Coordinator 
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325  JUDGE  BUILDING -SALT  LAKE  CITY, UTAH  84111-18011359-1337 


December  9,  1983 


F.nvi  ronmcntal  Planning 

hqafi,c/df.pv 

Wright-Patterson  APR,  OH  45433 
Dear  Sir: 


A  disturbing  sense  of  dc.ia  vu  pervades  the  proposal  to  increase 
supersonic  flight  zone  into  the  Gandy  region.  We  have  several  serious 
concerns  and  questions  about  the  preferred  alternative.  We  do  not 
support  t  tie  expansion  and  feel  there  are  better  alternatives  including 
using  the  existing  supersonic  space  in  the  Wcndover  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range, 
Hill  Airforce  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range,  and  the  Dugway  Proving  Grounds 
or  using  existing  supersonic  air  space  in  Nevada. 


The  HIS  presents  five  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  On  page 
iv  of  the  CIS,  they  arc  summarily  categorized  as  being  impractical.  This 
entirely  biases  any  analysis  rendering  the  HIS  a  subjective  document.  The 
adequacy  of  the  HIS  is  suspect.  An  objective  analysis  is  essential  to 
determine  not  only  the  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  but  to  help  in 
determing  tiie  best  alternative. 
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We  question  the  need  for  expansion  of  supersonic  airspace.  The  CIS  notes 
on  page  3  that  a  previous  CIS,  done  for  the  F- 16  flight  placement  at  Hill 
APB,  indicated  no  new  supersonic  airspace  would  be  needed.  Now  the  Air 
force  tells  us  that  new  supersonic  airspace  is  required.  This  type  of  eon- 
tractictory  information  is  disturbing  and  negatively  impacts  the  creditibi 1 ii y 
of  the  Air  Force's  CIS,  public  involvement  and  planning  processes. 
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The  CIS  raises  some  readily  apparent  contradictory  statements  and  con¬ 
clusions.  We  are  told  that  the  new  supersonic  airspace  is  required  for  proper 
training  of  the  pilots.  However,  map  2.0  shows  that  the  Optimum  Training 
Range  for  F-16  fighters  is  100  nautical  miles.  This  radius  is  well  short 
of  the  proposed  Gandy  extension.  The  F.IS  also  notes  that  aerial  refueling 
to  use  the  southern  Nevada  supersonic  area  would  he  too  expensive.  Doesn't 
aerial  refueling  simulate  actual  combat  situations  or  are  we  to  assume  the 
F-16  fighters  will  only  he  able  to  defend  a  100  mile  radius?  If  the  Air 
Force  is  so  concerned  about  simulating  real  combat  situations,  why  isn't 
aerial  refueling  considered  os  part  of  the  necessary  training? 
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The  HIS  accurately  indicates  potential  impacts  to  the  residents  of 
Dugway  (page  22  and  23).  It  .also  details  the  hardships  families  of  Hill 
AFB  porsonel  may  face  (pg.  24).  However,  the  CIS  is  callous  in  its  analysis 
of  the  resident?  of  the  area  to  be  impacted.  It  is  questionable  if  only 
550  people  live  in  the  region.  Nevertheless,  even  if  "only  350"  people 
live  in  the  area,  they  are  still  individuals  every  bit  as  important  as  mil¬ 
itary  personel  and  their  families.  It  is  hard  to  imagine  that  only  12%  of 
these  people  would  be  annoyed.  Knowing  many  of  the  residents  of  Snake  and 
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I'oop  Creek  Valleys  aiul  having  worked  with  them,  1  find  it  hard  to  believe 
that  all  of  them  wouldn’t  he  annoyed  by  the  supersonic  overflights.  In  fact, 
present  military  flights  in  the  area  disturb  people. 
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ill e  impacts  to  the  local  economy  tire  not  adequately  addressed  in  the 
HIS.  Much  of  the  area  is  a  prime  baekeountry  recreational  resource.  This 
is  particular)'  true  of  the  Deep  Creek  mountains  in  Utah  and  the  Goshutc 
Mountains  in  Nevada  (note:  the  HIS  also  fails  to  note  that  this  range  is 
a  Wilderness  Study  Area  (IVSA)  within  the  proposed  supersonic  expansion  area). 
Any  potential  for  increased  recreation  could  he  squelched  by  expanding  the 
supersonic  flight  area. 
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What  are  the  long  term  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  individuals?  The  hIS 
does  not  present  detailed  research  that  takes  into  account  long-term  effects. 
Won’t  the  lifestyle  of  the  residents  and  the  enjoyment  of  visitors  he  adver¬ 
sely  impacted  by  the  overflights  and  sonic  booms? 


The  impacts  to  wildlife  could  he  great.  Bighorn  sheep  are  being  rein¬ 
troduced  into  the  ncep  Creek  Mountains.  They  are  a  wilderness  dependent 
species,  intolerant  of  disturbances.  Again,  there  are  no  long-term  studies 
mentioned  in  the  FITS  on  the  effects  of  supersonic  flights  on  wildlife.  Also, 
there  are  no  studies  that  relate  to  sensitive  species  such  as  bighorn  in  the 
IMS.  Are  there  any  studies  specific  to  bighorn  sheep  of  which  the  Air  Force 
i s  aware? 


In  conclusion,  the  draft  HIS  raises  many  questions  and  concerns,  'there 
arc  too  many  unknowns.  These  unanswered  points  lead  one  to  believe  the  F.1S 
is  inadequate.  Again,  we  must  reiterate  our  opposition  to  the  proposal  and 
feel  there  are  better  alternatives  available.  Thanks  for  the  opportun ity  to 
comment . 


Cordial ly. 


Cary  Mac  far  lane 

Natural  Resource  Specialist 


Governor  Scott  Matheson 
Senator  .lake  Garn 
T  Senator  Orrin  Hatch 

■*  Congressman  Dan  Marriott 

Congressman  dames  Hanson 
Congressman  Howard  Nielson 
Commanding  Officer,  Hill  Air  Force  Base 
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December  5,  19S3 


Dear, 


■Vex 


Os  the  Student  Council  of  the  West  Desert  School,  we  wish  to 
express  our  concern  about  the  proposed  use  of  this  area  for 
testing  and  training  the  F— 1G.  Os  represent at i ves  of  the  student 
bony  we  are  directly  concerned  about  the  effect  this  proposal 
would  nave  on  our  interests  as  a  school. 

Our  school,  West  Desert  High  and  Elementary,  is  located  in 
Partoun,  Utah.  Student  body  members  consist  of  students  from 
Trout  Creek,  Partoun,  Uvada,  Gandy,  and  Henry’s  Creek,  fill  in  the 
proposed  testing  area.  In  all,  we  have  fifty  (5i3)  students, 
Nineteen  (19)  high  school  and  thirty-one  (31)  elementary.  We  have 
an  average  of  one  teacher  per  17  students.  We  have  a  strong 
academic  program,  a  single  "0"  basketball  team,  an  excellent 
music  program,  and  a  growing  computer  science  program.  We  have  a 
new  school  building  with  a  library,  gym,  and  lunchroom.  We  want 
to  make  you  aware  t hat  we  are  here  arid  we  love  our  school. 

We  appeal  to  you  to  use  your  influence  to  try  and  stop  these 
proposed  plans  which  we,  as  a  student  body,  strongly  oppose.  We 
like  it  here  and  wish  to  stay,  here  in  the  peace  arid  quiet  we 
have  grown  to  love. 


Sincerely, 

The  West  Desert  School 
Student  Body 


Pres  j 


^  -O 
dent:  L..M  )  ^ 


Vi ce- Pres l dent /Represent  at i ve 

for'  Elementary:  4,,  Hi  ll  ‘  1 1  ‘j 


J 


Secretary /  Treasurer  :  -<  (  \k. — 1 

^y,  Mflii  Noa 


H ist  or i a 


’ian: 

i\l  i  k — Tv 


filch 


in  i 


Represertalives  for 


grades  7-1  £:  ,f  /  //  /  / 

(!Vv-  %>A\NK\K  C  Z)()hv~t  (jZ) 

Cove.';  (^a)  V\  <?  'V  J  (rjzh) 


White  Pine  ^ 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Phone:  (7 02)  Box  239 

.  289-8877  Eh'>  Nevada 

89301 


October  25,  1983 


Headquarters 
U.S.  Air  Force 
The  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20000 
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Gentlemen : 


During  the  September  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  White  Pine  Chamber  of  Commerce,  much  concern  was  voiced 
regarding  Air  Force  Proposals  to  extend  its  supersonic  flight 
testing  area  in  the  Gandy  Range  MOA  across  the  border  west 
into  Nevada  from  Utah. 

Our  Board  is  opposed  to  any  further  extension  of  military 
air  space  in  Nevada.  We  feel  restricted  air  space  is  already 
placing  too  many  expensive  limitations  on  private  and  commercial 
aircraft  needing  access  to  communities  in  the  state.  An  estimated 
35,000  persons  use  our  county  air  strip  annually.  Many  flights 
are  having  to  detour  around  certain  areas,  causing  more  expense 
and  extended  flight  times.  In  the  case  of  the  air  ambulance 
flying  from  Ely  to  Salt  Lake  City,  already  existing  restricted 
air  space  is  causing  delays  for  flights  when  every  minute  counts. 
Area  ranchers  are  very  concerned  about  being  unable  to  fly  to  and 
from  their  property  without  "advance  requests"  being  approved,  and 
with  the  added  annoyance  of  more  daily  sonic  booms. 

We  hope  you  will  reconsider  further  restricting  the  air  space  in 
the  State  of  Nevada. 


Sincerely, 

Thomas  Lyle  Taylor^  -vrs 
President  y-^v  jP' 


cc:  Public  Relations,  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah 
Nevada  U.S.  Senators  Laxalt  and  Hecht 
Representatives  Vucanovich  &  Reid 
Governor  Richard  H.  Bryan 
Nevada  State  Senator  Rick  Blakemore 
Nevada  State  Assemblyman  Virgi? 
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Tl|e  ^Wildlife  Society* 

Nevada  Chapter 


December  10, 


J  jtiips  F.  Boatrimht 
Environmental  Flanninp 
iiw  AF..U/ DErV 

V.  r  ii'ht-i  atterson  AFB,  Ohio  464  Vi 


Dear  i\r.  Boatright: 


ine  Nevada  Chanter  of  the  wildlife  Society  is  a  non-profit 
crvanization  comrised  of  professional  wildlife  biologists 
from  state  and  federal  «'overnmontal  agencies  and  private 
interests.  ihe  Society  is  dedicated  to  the  wise  management 
and  conservation  of  wildlife  and  the  habitat  upon  which  all 
wildlife  rely  for  life.  no.  feel  that  Air  Force  plans  to 
establish  the  candy  uanpe  Extension  and  adjacent  restricted 
nirsoace  as  an  area  for  supersonic  flight  training  could 
result  in  sirni.fico.nt  detrimental  impacts  to  the  local  wild¬ 
life  resource.  After  carefUi  review  of  the  Draft  Er  -iron- 
mental  impact  statement  addressing  this  action  we  have  the 
foil  owing  concerns. 


funeral  Concerns 

L’he  n  "ed  for  expansion  of  available  supersonic  airspace  arose 
from  increases  in  military  operations  not  anticipated  in  the 
1977  Air  Force  El-.'.,  "F-16  Beddown  at  iiill  AFB,  Utah".  Al¬ 
though  tno  USAF  concluded  that  existing  supersonic  airsoace 
would  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  F-16  mission  in  1977, 
it,  now  -admits  airsn.ee  renuirements  were  either  underesti¬ 
mated  or  unaccounted  for  (Dec.  1.2.1,  pp.  3 ) .  Indications 
from  the  Candy  lanae  Extension  DEIS  are  that  operations  in  190 

I  £q  the  area  will  continue  to  trow.  Specifically,  conversion  of 
the  419  TFW  from  F-105  aircraft  to  F-16  aircraft  will  mean 
an  increase  of  2 4 E  in  the  number  of  supersonic  flights  out  of 
Iiill  AFB  (Sec.  2.1.4,  up.  16).  V/hy  are  proposed  and  poten- 
|  tial  increases  in  military  activity  excluded  from  impact 
-:s  .essinents  in  the  DEI.. V  are  there  any  guarantees  that  fu¬ 
ture  growth  of  military  operations  in  the  area  will  be  D 

restricted? 

Research  concern inr  sonic  Doom  effects  on  wildlife  clearly 
appears  to  be  limited  and  inconclusive.  While  chronic, 
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direct  effects  on  wild  animals  have  not  been  investigated, 
and  wnile  sonic  booms  are  markedly  more  disturbing  to  birds 
than  to  mammals  (Cottereau  1978),  the  potential  for  impacts 
to  wildlife  in  the  area  should  not  be  discounted.  Areas 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  supersonic  airspace 
extension  contain  high  densities  of  breeding,  migrating,  and 
wintering  raptors,  and  include  sites  identified  for  possible 
191  rein troduction  of  bighorn  sheep  and  peregrine  falcons.  Y/ill 
introduced  animals  respond  differently  to  disturbances  than 
■  established  resident  populations?  Will  military  operations 
in  the  area  preclude  state  and  federal  wildlife  agencies  from 
working  towards  the  establishment  of  once  native  species? 
because  research  in  tho  area  of  sonic  boom  impacts  on  wildlife 
is  limited,  the  USAF  must  assume  a  "may  affect"  rather  than 
"will  not  affect"  attitude  in  the  analysis  of  impacts. 

I  Does  the  USAF  intend  to  reiuert  formal  Section  7  consultation  I 
•92  |wj.th  the  li.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concerning,  potential  I'*®2 
I  impacts  to  bald  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  and  steptoe  dace?  § 

los-iile  wildlife  conflicts  not  addressed  in  the  DbIS  include 
disturbance  from  sonic  booms  to  kit  fox  and  bighorn  sheep  in 
the  (ioshute  Fountains  should  they  be  reintroduced  there.  The 
valley  environment  under  the  nronosed  and  existing  supersonic 
airspace  provides  habitat  for  the  kit  fox,  a  furbearer  whose 
v o : u la  t i on  trend  and  status  is  currently  being  monitored  on 
public  lands  by  the  3LM.  Additionally,  the  Goshutes  have 
been  identified  by  the  Nevada  Department  of  V/ildlife  as  being 
one  ol'  16  sites  statewide  that  may  be  suitable  for  reintroduc- 
tion  cf  California  or  Hocky  Fountain  bighorn  sheep  (Golden 
and  Tsukamoto  1980).  How  will  increased  sonic  booms  affect 
either  of  these  species? 

j  etc  exr.ee  led  from  tho  ororosed  level  of  sunersonic  flight 
activity  are  assessed  in  the  DUG  as  they  would  affect  organ¬ 
ism:'.  residing  at  9000*.  much  of  the  key  wildlife  habitat  in- 

I  eluded  within  the  boundaries  of  tho  proposed  airspace  exten-  ■ 
si. on  occurs  at  elevations  well  in  excess  of  9000',  What  iigq 

overpressures  can  wildlife  residing  at  the  higher  elevations  | 
be  expected  to  experience? 

'.’wo  s  ;.atoments  concerning  peregrine  falcons  in  the  DIES  are 
erroneous  and  should  be  corrected.  These  include  comments  that 
there  are  no  documented  sightings  of  the  peregrine  falcon  in 
the  area  of  concern  (Gee.  4.  1.  3,  pr.  53)  and  that  the  his- 
torveoyrie  nea.r  Wendover  is  located  immediately  north  of  the 
; ro nosed  airspace  (Gee.  3.  1.  4.  2,  pg.  33).  A  peregrine 
194  fnl  con  war,  sighted  in  the  Coshute  Fountains  in  August,  1983 
by  U.G.  Fish  and  V/ildlife  Service  employee  Steve  Hoffman. 
Additionally,  the  location  of  the  historic  eyrie  is  within 
the  boundaries  of'  the  proposed  airspace. 


I8’ 
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Specific  Concerns 


Vhe  Goshute  Mountain  and  antelope  Valley  areas  support  some 
of  the  most  important  raptor  habitat  in  the  state  of  Nevada. 
Since  these  areas  lie  directly  beneath  the  regions  of  sonic 
boom  impact  (Fir:.  9.0,  pg.  52),  more  considerations  should 
be  given  to  the  possibility  that  raptors  might  be  impacted 
and  to  the  importance  of  these  areas  to  raptors.  Specific 
areas  of  concern  in  records  to  raptors  are  addressed  in  the  next 
parag raphs . 


1 .  The  Goshute  Mountain  area  represents  a  major  western  in- 
1  .nd  migratory  route  for  raptors.  Studies  conducted  by  the 
BLw  and  USFWS  between  1979  and  1982  show  that  over  12,000 
rantors  migrating  at  a  rate  of  16  birds/hour  have  been  observed 
in  the  Goshutes  between  August  and  October.  In  addition, 
there  is  evidence  to  suggest  the  Goshutes  may  also  serve  as 

a  spring  migration  route  as  well.  While  migratory  raptors 
include  primarily  sharp-shinned  hawks,  cooper's  hawks,  and 
goshawks,  fair  numbers  of  red-tailed  hawks,  kestrels,  golden 
eagles,  b  >ld  eagles,  tnarsh  hav/ks ,  and  broad-winged  hawks  also 
utilize  the  area.  Will  high  level  sonic  boom  activity  in 
the  Goshute  area  influence  raptor  migration  patterns? 

2.  The  Antelope  Valley  area  from  T26h  to  T31N  has  been  iden¬ 
tified  ns  key  winter  h  .bit  it  for  bald  and  golden  eagles, 
bincc  1977,  these  raptors  have  been  observed  wintering  in  the 
valley.  Will  frequent  sonic  booms  disturb  wintering  eagles? 

5.  The  Goshute  Fountains  nreviue  important  nesting  habitat 
for  golden  eagles,  prairie  falcons,  marsh  hawks,  and  a  var¬ 
iety  of  accipiters.  How  will  the  increased  supersonic 
flight,  activity  af'ect  nesting  raptors? 

4.  A  bald  eagle  roost  site  in  the  Goshute  Mountains  has  been 
observed  to  sunnort  eagles  from  January  to  March  since  1581 
(l’a~e  and  Killer  1981).  Kvidence  suggests  the  roost  site 
hub  been  used  by  eagles  for  many  years.  While  eagles  are  less 
tolerant  of  disturbance  wren  roosting  than  when  engaged  in 
other  activities  such  as  feeding  (Steenhof  1978),  the  eleva¬ 
tion  of  the  roost  site  may  make  eagles  even  more  susceptible 
to  sonic  boom  impacts.  binco  the  roost  site  occurs  at  9000' 
what  overpressures  can  carles  at  this  elevation  be  expected 
to  experience?  Also,  will  freouont  sonic  booms  cause  roost 
abandonment  and/or  increase  stress  leading  to  increased 
mortal ity? 


5.  The  historic  peregrine  falcon  eyrie  located  south  of 
Wondover  represents  ore  of  only  3  to  4  si.  u  identified  state¬ 
wide  for  possible  pererrine  falcon  reintroduction.  While  the 
eyrie  itself  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  airspace 
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(extension  area,  historic  use  areas  are  included  in  both  existing  and  proposed  supersonic  I 
airspace  (Bailantyne  and  Jones  1981).  Several  techniques  for  reintroduction  of  peregrine  I  1 
falcons  exist.  How  would  increased  sonic  boom  activity  affect  implementation  of  these  | 
methods? 


6.  Valleys  south  of  the  Goshute  Mountains  including  Antelope  Valley  have  been  identified 
as  areas  supporting  high  densities  of  ferruginous  hawks  by  the  Nevada  Department  of 
Wildlife.  Additionally,  9C%  of  the  250  to  350  nesting  pairs  that  occur  in  Nevada  are 
located  within  a  150  mile  radius  of  the  proposed  airspace  extension  boundaries. 
Ferruginous  hawks  are  Listed  by  the  USFWS  as  Category  2  species,  meaning  they  are 
being  considered  for  classification  as  threatened  or  endangered  due  to  habitat  loss  and 
disturbance  by  humans.  Nesting  ferruginous  hawks  are  extremely  susceptible  to 

I  disturbance  of  any  kind.  If  appioached  by  vehicle  or  on  foot  by  humans,  this  species  I 
will  readily  abandon  its  nest,  particularly  during  the  egg  laying  and  incubation  stages.  12  0  0 
W ill  the  level  of  sonic  boom  activity  proposed  in  the  DEIS  cause  nest  abondonment  by  J 
ferruginous  hawks? 

The  Nevada  Chapter  of  The  Wildhfe  Society  is  opposed  to  the  establishment  of  the 

I  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  as  an  area  for  supersonic  flight! 
training.  Rather,  we  support  the  use  of  Nellis  AFB  as  an  alternative.  The  increased!  2  0  1 
fuel  costs  incurred  by  the  USAF  from  using  Nellis  would  be  offset  by  the  loss  of  one! 

F-16  resulting  from  a  raptor  caused  collision.  * 

If  the  proposed  action  is  approved,  the  USAF  should  adopt  the  following  mitigating 
measures  to  minimize  impacts  to  wildlife: 

1.  The  USAF,  in  conjunction  with  state  and  federal  wildlife  agencies,  should  develop! 
a  monitoring  program  to  evaluate  impacts  from  sonic  booms  on  wintering  bald  eagles,! 

^  nesting  ferruginous  hawks,  and  reintroduced  peregrines.  Should  conflicts  become  evident,  I  * 
the  USAF  should  limit  the  number  of  supersonic  flights  allowed  in  key  areas  during! 
critical  periods  such  as  nesting  and  wintering.  ■ 

12.  Guarantee  should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  that  increases  in  supersonic  flight I202 
training  and  other  types  of  military  operations  proposed  for  the  supersonic  airspace  I 
extension  area  will  not  exceed  estimates  described  in  the  DEIS.  ■ 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  document.  We  hope  our  comments 
will  be  considered  in  the  development  of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely 


William  A.  Molini 
President,  Nevada  Chapter 


Chapter  Committee  Members 
Bob  McQuivey,  NDOW 
Don  King,  USFWS 

Andy  Leitch,  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation 
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Enviromental  Planning 
HQ'  ALF/DEPV 

Wright  Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 


To  all  concerned: 

I  strongly  appose  the  proposed  increase  in  the  range  of  supersonic  flights 
over  the  Deep  Creek  Valley  along  the  Utah  Nevada  Border  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  The  impact  area  includes  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains*  currently  under  I 

study  as  a  wilderness  area.  The  mountain  range  includes  some  of  the!  oq3 
most  pristine,  undeveloped  and  beautiful  land  in  the  United  States.  1 
The  supersonic  flights  would  destroy  the  wilderness  potential  of  the! 
area  and  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  wildlife  in  the  range.  $ 


2.  The  quality  of  life  for  the  people  in  the  area  would  be  destroyed.  I 

Fourteen  sonic  booms  per  day  would  be  so  distressing  and  damaging  8 

as  to  render  the  area  uninhabital.  Our  farm  house  is  in  the  | 

flight  path  of  the  supersonic  planes  currently  flying  in  the  area.  B 
The  sonic  booms  are  frightening  and  have  already  broken  several  1 

of  our  windows.  We've  suffered  this  damage  even  though  supersonic  1 
flight  is  presently  prohibited  in  the  area!  1 

B  204 

3.  The  value  of  the  farms  and  ranches  in  the  area  would  be  destroyed. 

It  is  an  accepted  fact  of  agricultural  economics  that  earning  a 
living  on  a  farm  is  difficult.  The  value  of  these  farm  properties 
represents  the  only  savings  most  of  these  people  have.  The  pro¬ 
posed  supersonic  flights  would  reduce  the  value  of  the  farms  and 
ranches,  and  perhaps  even  render  them  unsaleable.  We  personally 
would  suffer  tremendous  financial  difficulties  if  this  were  to 
happen , 

4.  Sonic  booms  are  a  health  hazard.  They  shatter  windows  and  flying 
glass  and  can  be  dangerous.  The  noise  is  damaging  to  the  human 
ear.  Sonic  booms  are  also  psychologically  unnerving. 

5.  The  Gcsnutes,  trie  largest  group  of  people  in  the  area,  will  per¬ 
haps  suffer  the  most  from  the  flights.  Having  first,  been  rele-  |  * 

gated  to  a  remote  reservation  with  little  economic  potential,  I 

they  now  face  losing  the  peace  and  quiet  of  the  area,  which  is  the  I 
main  redeeming  value  of  the  place. 


In  addition,  the  proposal  has  been  handled  secretively.  The  first  notice 
we  had  was  an  article  in  the  Salt  Lake  Tribune  on  October  10,  indicating 
the  close  of  the  comment  period  on  October  14th.  This  hardly  seems  ade¬ 
quate  for  a  proposal  so  devastinq  to  the  quality  of  life,  economic  value 
and  wilderness  potential  of  the  area. 
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We  intend  to  object  strenously  to  our  Senators  regarding  the  proposed 
flights  and  the  improper  handling  of  public  comment. 


Yours  truly, 


Dorothy  E.  Wiskowski  & 
Ronald  H.  Weber 

Ibapah,  Utah  & 


1163  Garfield  Ave. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84105 
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* 
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The  hearing  at  Ibapah,  Utah  commenced  at  1505,  29  November  1983, 

Colonel  Casari:  1  am  Colonel  Guido  Casari:  I  am  a  trial 

9  .  — .  — — . 

judge  with  the  Air  Force  stationed  at  Travis  Air  Force  Base, 
California.  My  role  here  is  simply  to  conduct  the  hearing,  main¬ 
tain  a  fair  and  orderly  procedure,  and  insure  that  the  time  limits 
are  followed  as  closely  as  possible  so  that  we  may  conclude  as 
closely  as  possible  to  the  termination  period  scheduled  for  this 
hearing  at  five  o'clock. 

1  have  not  been  involved  in  the  development  of  the  super¬ 
sonic  flight  training  proposal  or  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  that  proposal,  and  1  will  not  be  making  any  recommen¬ 
dation  or  any  decision  respecting  the  proposal. 

Now,  first  on  the  agenda  this  afternoon  is  an  explanation 
of  the  supersonic  flight  training  proposal  and  the  draft  statement. 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Joseph  Winsett,  the  briefing  team  chief,  will 
introduce  the  briefing  and  the  two  other  briefers,  Mr  Larry  Davis 
and  Mr  Keith  Davis.  Following  this  presentation,  there  will  be  a 
short  period  of  five  to  ten  minutes  to  permit  questions  to  be 
asked  by  you  to  clarify  any  point  in  the  presentation.  We  will 
then  have  statements  and  comments  from  the  public.  The  order  of 
speakers  will  be  elected  officials  first,  if  it  is  their  desire  to 
speak,  followed  by  any  official  representative  of  state  anu  local 
government  agencies.  Also  on  the  agenda,  tentatively  scheduled 
for  three-thirty  p.m.,  weather  permitting,  is  a  sonic  boom 
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demonstration.  1  am  advised  that  an  F-16  will  fly  at  supersonic 
speeds  to  create  a  boom  at  some  15,000  feet  above  the  ground. 

We  ask  that  speakers  limit  their  comments  and  statements 

* 

to  five  minutes  so  as  to  permit  as  many  as  possible  of  those  who 
wish  to  speak  to  do  so.  Now  I'm  flexible  on  the  times  and  if  there 
is  opportunity  to  permit  people  to  speak  longer,  we  will  try  to  do 
that.  To  give  the  greatest  opportunity  for  all  those  who  wish  to 
present  comments  to  do  so,  we  requested  before  the  meeting  that 
those  wishing  to  speak  fill  out  a  card  which  was  available  at  the 
hack  of  the  room  and  to  bring  it  up  to  the  front  of  the  room,  the 
table  at  the  extreme  right,  so  that  we  may  call  you  appropriately. 
You  may  fill  out  a  card  now  if  you  so  choose  and  have  not  already 
done  so.  Speakers  will  he  recognized  from  the  floor  only  if  time 
permits  and  after  all  those  requesting  and  registering  to  speak 
through  filling  out  a  card,  have  had  an  opportunity  to  do  so.  If 
time  does  not  permit  one  an  opportunity  to  speak  today,  then  one 
may  certainly  submit  written  comments  or  statements.  This  may  be 
done  by  presenting  such  documents  to  me  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
meeting  or  by  sending  them  to  the  following  address: 

HQ  AFJ.C/DEPV 

Wright -Pat ter son  AFB  OH  45433 

and  if  anyone  needs  that  address.  I'll  be  happy  to  provide  it  to 
them  individually.  You  have  until  the  16th  of  December  1983  to 
get  any  written  comments  you  may  wish  to  submit  in  to  us.  That 
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date  also  marks  the  closing  of  public  comment  on  the  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement. 

We  have  a  tape  recording  system  in  place  and  a  verbatim 
transcript  of  the  entire  hearing  will  be  made.  To  insure  your 
comments  are  recorded,  it  is  essential  that  you  speak  directly  into 
the  microphone  which  is  provided  at  the  center  of  the  room  in  the 
front . 

I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  presence  at  this  hearing  of  Mr 
Chester  Steele,  Chairman  of  the  Tribal  Council  of  the  Confederated 
Tribes  of  Gosiute  Indian  Reservation  and  of  Mr  Charles  Stromberg 
and  Mr  Reed  Russell,  Tooele  -  and  1  practiced  a  great  deal  to  be 
able  to  pronounce  that  properly  -  Tooele  County  Commission.  I  am 
also  advised  that  there  is  a  representative  of  the  governor  -  of 
the  Office  of  the  Governor  of  Utah  present  to  observe.  We  welcome 
them  and  all  of  you  to  this  hearing.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Winsett. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Winsett:  Thank  you  sir.  Our  presenta¬ 
tion  this  afternoon  is  not  intended  to  be  brief.  On  the  other  hand 
it  will  outline  what  the  proposal  is.  After  that  proposal  is  pro¬ 
vided  to  you,  it  will  probably  bo  about  time  for  us  to  observe  the 
sonic  boom  demonstration.  We’ll  come  back  and  be  glad  to  take 
whatever  time  is  necessary,  as  Colonel  Casari  said,  to  clarify  any¬ 
thing  that  we  may  have  said  during  the  briefing.  I’d  like  to  intro 
duce  at  this  time,  Mr  Larry  Davis,  who  is  Chief  of  Tactical 
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Operations  for  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range,  and  he  ill 
brief  you  on  the  proposal  for  the  supersonic  flight  trai  i ng  area, 

Larry  Davis:  Now  before  I  get  into  my  briefing,  I  would 
like  to  cover  the  legend  on  the  map  of  what  all  the  color  coding 
means.  First  of  all,  to  kind  of  orient  you,  we  have  Ogden  located 
here;  Salt  Lake;  Tooele;  Delta,  Dtah;  Ely,  Nevada;  Ibapah,  where 
we  are  now;  this  is  Wendover,  Utah;  Elko,  Nevada  right  here.  The 
area  that  you  see  marked  in  red  going  around  the  range  (indicating 
on  the  map),  this  air  space  right  here,  the  air  space  down  through 
here  and  up  around,  that's  what  we  call  a  military  operating  area. 
That  means  the  military  can  operate  in  there  in  conjunction  with 
general  aviation.  In  other  words,  its  a  see  and  be  seen  environ¬ 
ment.  They  operate  under  VFR  conditions  and  anybody  can  go  through 
here  without  having  to  ask  permission.  The  area  that  you  see 
marked  in  blue  up  on  the  north  range  (indicating)  and  down  on  the 
south  range,  this  area  here,  this  is  a  restricted  area.  What  this 
means  is  no  one  can  operate  in  there,  either  military  or  general 
aviation,  unless  prior  permission  is  received  from  the  299th  at 
Hill  Air  Force  Base.  And  this  is  called  Clover  Control.  The 
black  cross -patched  area,  this  is  a  supersonic  air  space  that  we 
now  utilize.  The  area  that  you  see  marked  in  yellow  is  the  area 
that  we  would  like  to  redesignate  as  supersonic  air  space.  Now, 
once  again,  this  is  a  military  operating  area.  We  utilize  this 
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air  space  every  day  on  a  day-to-day  basis.  The  only  thing  we’d 
like  to  do  is  to  be  able  to  go  faster  in  the  air  space  that  we 
already  utilize. 

f 

Now  the  reason  for  this,  back  in  1978  when  this  was  first 
proposed,  we  realized  that  we  were  going  to  be  changing  from  The 
P-4  aircraft  into  the  F-16.  Now  the  F-4  aircraft  could  go  super¬ 
sonic  but  it  took  a  lot  of  effort  and  a  lot  of  gas,.  We  knew  we 
were  going  to  be  getting  the  F-16,  The  F-16  is  a  much  smaller 
aircraft,  it  has  a  larger  engine;  consequently,  to  be  able  to  fly 
the  aircraft  in  the  manner  it  was  designed  to,  we  knew  that  we 
would  be  going  supersonic  more  than  we  were  back  then  with  the  F-4. 

Another  area  that  was  driving  this  is,  we  were  picking  up 
an  air  combat  instrumentation  system  to  be  located  in  this  area. 
What  this  is,  it’s  a  system  designed  to  teach  young  pilots  how  to 
fight  air-to-air  or  dogfight  better  and  it's  an  air  combat  maneuver 
ing  instrumentation  system.  It  has  sixteen  different  instrumented 
sites  located  in  this  area  (^indicating  on  the  map)  that  can  see 
everything  that's  going  on  in  three-dimensional  form.  It  sends 
this  information  back  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base  and  someone  sitting 
down  in  front  of  a  video  console  can  see  what’s  going  on  in  the 
range  out  here.  Consequently,  we  can  send  the  younger  pilots  out 
here  to  hone  their  skills  in  air  combat  maneuvering  and  t.he  instruc 
tor  pi  lots  no  longer  need  to  go  along.  They  can  now  go  to  another 
building  up  here  on  Hill,  sit  down  in  front  of  this  video  console. 
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and  they  can  see  what  their  students  are  doing  out  there,  and  they 
can  see  all  the  mistakes  that  are  being  made,  AH  of  this  is  also 
being  tape  recorded  or  video  taped  so  that  when  the  students  land, 
or  when  they'd  fly  back  to  Hill,  when  they  land,  they  can  go  over 
and  get  with  their  instructor,  they  can  play  the  video  tapes  back, 
and  the  instructor  can  go  over  all  the  mistakes  that  were  made. 

So  it’s  a  great  training  device  out  in  this  area. 

Now,  why  do  wc  need  this  area  here?  There  were  three 
factors  that  were  driving  that.  First  of  all,  we  wanted  to  take 
advantage  of  the  supersonic  air  space  that  we  already  had  permis¬ 
sion  to  fly  into  -  which  is  located  here  (indicating  on  the  map). 
That  posed  a  problem  in  that  when  the  students  were  out  flying  -  or 
the  young  pilots  -  when  they  were  flying  to  the  east  then  they  could 
fly  the  aircraft  the  way  it  was  designed  to  fly  and  they  could 
concentrate  on  their  opponent.  The  minute  they  turned  around  and 
headed  towards  the  west,  now  they  had  to  worry  about  keeping  the 
aircraft  subsonic  and,  therefore,  they  couldn't  concentrate  on  the 
flight,  so  they  really  weren't  getting  the  training  that  they 
needed . 

Another  factor  that  was  driving  this  in  locating  it  here, 
we  had  looked  at  this  area  down  here  and  we  have  Dugway  Proving 
Grounds,  and  they've  got  a  lot  of  sensitive  equipment  right  down 
here  and  so  that  was  another  feature  that  made  it  desirable  to 
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place  it  right  here.  We  looked  at  putting  it  up  in  here.  We 
have  an  air-to-ground  scorable  gunnery  range  called  Eagle  Range, 
located  here  and  this  area  just  wasn't  large  enough. 

Another  factor  that  was  driving  the  decision  to  place  it 
over  here,  is  that  we  have  certain  air-to-ground  targets  located 
out  on  the  range  and  we  have  to  locate  these  targets  on  DOD-owned 
land.  In  other  words,  government -owned  land,  and  we  own  the  land 
up  in  here.  So  a  lot  of  our  air-to-ground  targets  that  we  utilize 
are  located  in  this  area. 

Now  we  have  two  primary  missions.  We  have  what  we  call 
an  air-to-ground  mission  and  an  air-to-air  mission.  The  air-to- 
air  mission  is  the  one  we  were  just  talking  about  -  the  dogfighting 
which  takes  place  in  this  area  and  the  air-to-ground  would  occur 
along  here.  And  what  would  happen  is  a  pilot  would  take  off  from 
Hill,  fly  low  level  up  to  this  area,  down  through  the  corridor, 
and  then  come  in  here.  He  would  climb  up  and  roll  in  on  the  target 
and  then  drop  his  bombs. 

Having  the  MOA  as  supersonic  air  space  here  means  that  we 
could  conduct  simultaneous  missions.  In  other  words,  we  can  be 
flying  ground  attack  missions  over  in  this  area,  we  can  simultan¬ 
eously  be  flying  air-to-air  missions  in  this  area.  So  that  was 
another  factor  that  was  driving  it. 

There  was  a  need  to  locate  this  very  close  to  Hill  Air 
force  Base  and  the  reason  for  this,  number  one,  is  that  the  F-16 
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is  very  limited  on  fuel.  In  other  words,  it  normally  only  carries 
about  an  hour  twenty  minutes  worth  of  fuel  and  it  takes  ten  minutes 
to  get  out  to  the  range,  ten  minutes  to  get  back,  and  so  it  -  if  it 

r 

only  has  an  hour  -  the  pilot  only  has  an  hour  in  which  he  can  train. 
The  further  away  that  you  locate  this,  the  more  difficult  it  is  for 
him  to  train. 

Another  factor  that  was  driving  this  is  that  to  he  able  to 
keep  your  skills  up  in  air  combat  maneuvering,  you  have  to  do  it 
on  almost  a  daily  basis.  It  isn't  something  that  you  can  fly  for 
two  weeks  and  then  skip  for  three  or  four  months  and  then  go  back 
at  it  again.  You've  got  to  keep  it  up  on  a  daily  basis. 

Now  when  the  EIS  -  that's  the  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  -  first  came  out, it  talked  about  30  to  38  booms  reaching  the 
ground  out  here  during  a  given  day.  Now,  I'd  like  to  emphasize 
that  that's  on  the  worst  case  situation.  In  other  words,  when  wc 
put  this  out,  we  had  to  address  the  fact  in  here,  what  would  be 
the  worst  case.  And  we  do  have  exercises  that  are  conducted  out 
in  this  area  periodically,  several  times  a  year,  just  for  a  short 
time,  where  we  do  invite  aircraft  from  all  over  the  United  States 
into  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  One  of  these  exercises  is  called  Red 
Flag,,  and  there  are  times  during  the  year  that  we  would  be  flying 
enough  out  there^  to  generate  30  to  38  booms,  sonic  booms,  but  on 
normal  conditions,  we  would  only  expect  about  eight  sonic  booms  to 
reach  the  ground  on  a  given  day.  And  once  again,  when  I  say  a 
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sonic  boom  reaching  the  ground,  it  doesn't  impact,  the  whole  area  at 
the  same  time.  In  other  words,  a  person  up  here  may  hear  the  boom, 
a  person  down  here  may  not  hear  it,  and  so  it  all  depends  on  the  - 
on  many  factors  -  on  altitude, humidity ,  temperature.  When  these 
booms  -  or  sonic  booms  -  occur,  they  normally  occur  at  altitude 
and  that's  where  the  pilots  start  their  engagements.  They  normally 
start  their  engagements  between  20  and  30,000  feet  and  they  start 
head  on  and  that's  the  time  when  they'd  like  as  much  airspeed  as 
possible.  Once  they  pass  each  other  and  begin  turning  and  twist¬ 
ing  they  go  subsonic  very  quickly.  So  what  I’m  saying  is  that  it's 
not  like  they're  going  to  be  driving  out  here  supersonic  as  fast 
as  they  can  go  oveT  the  entire  airspace.  They  only  do  it  to  start 
the  engagement,  it  lasts  for  four  or  five  seconds,  and  then  that's 
it.  They're  all  through  with  that  portion  of  it,  until  they  start 
their  next  engagement. 

We  have  a  5,000  foot  buffer  area.  In.  other  words,  there 
is  no  supersonic  flying  below  5,000  feet  above  the  ground.  And 
that's  to  dampen  out  the  noise  and  that's  also  as  a  safety  factor 
too . 

Now  at  this  time,  I'd  like  tu  turn  the  remaining  portion 
of  the  time  over  to  Keith  Davis  and  he'll  be  talking  about  the 
environmental  impact  of  sonic  booms  in  the  area. 
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Mr  Keith  Davis;  Very  briefly,  I  just  want  to  tell  you  what 
is  talked  about  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  we  men¬ 
tioned,  this  area  that  Larry  showed  is  already  heavily  used  by  the 

v 

Air  I-orcc.  The  main  impact  that  will  be  associated  with  this  pro¬ 
posal  is  the  generation  of  sonic  booms  -  those  shock  waves  that's 
created  by  the  aircraft  as  it  goes  faster  than  the  speed  of  sound. 
Those  are  the  primary  impacts. 

In  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  we  address  the 
impact  on  people.  In  all  cases  we  feel  that’s  livable.  The  Air 
force  references  some  ninety-two  studies,  that,  in  no  case  has  there 

been  personal  injury.  They  are  annoying  but  that  is  going  to  be 

« 

the  worst  part  of  it,  the  annoyance. 

Impact  on  animals  -  again,  no  specific  studies  have  been 
shown  where  there  has  been  injury  to  animals,  ox  at  least  the  Air 
Force  is  not  aware  of  it.  If  you're  aware  of  some  studies  that  are 
different  than  that,  that's  the  kind  of  comments  we  would  definitely 
want  to  know  about. 

The  impact  on  structures  -  there  is  going  to  be  the  small 
possibility  under  a  situation  like  this  that  there  could  be  damage 
to  plaster  and  the  windows,  We  feel  that's  a  very  small  probability. 
Studies  have  shown  that  most  structures,  well  constructed,  would 
have  no  impact  from  booms  as  high  as  eleven  pounds  per  square  foot. 
That's  a  kind  of  a  rating  on  the  intensity  of  a  boom.  We're  looking 
at  probably  booms  of  two  and  a  half  pounds  to  maybe  a  maximum  of 

Ibapah  10 


D-286 


five  or  six  pounds  per  square  foot.  So  we  don't  think  we're  in  a 
critical  range  at  all. 

The  impact  on  terrain  -  again,  we  don't  think  this  will 

9 

have  any  impact  on  mining  or  subsurface  geology. 

Impacts  on  area  economics  and  land  use  -  the  Air  Force 
has  looked  at  four  areas  where  there  has  been  supersonic  opera¬ 
tions  area  over  public  lands  and  private  lands,  and  the  basic 
finding  of  their  study  was  that  there  was  no  significant  impact 
on  the  economics  of  the  area. 

Those  are  the  major  issues.  Those  are  areas  that  we  would 
definitely  like  comments  on,  disagreements,  whatever  and,  again, 
if  somebody  hasn't  had  the  opportunity  to  see  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  we  have  some  copies  here.  16  December  is  the 
close  of  the  comment  period. 

The  hist.OTy  of  this  impact  statement  -  I  believe  it  was 
mentioned  before  -  this  proposal  was  first  originated  in  1978 
within  the  Air  Force.  At  that  time,  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  we 
performed  an  environmental  assessment.  We  sent  it  forward  through 
channels  to  our  higher  headquarters.  In  February  1980,  they 
decided  that  that  environmental  assessment,  that's  the  EA,  that 
format  was  not  comprehensive  enough  to  address  the  issue.  They 
directed  us  to  start  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
process . 

We  first  published  a  notice  of  intent  to  prepare  a  state¬ 
ment  in  August  of  1980.  That  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
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Tli err  was  news  releases  from  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  We  also  sent  out 
notices  to  various  county  and  state  agencies.  In  August  of  1983, 
the  impact  statement  was  finally  released  to  the  public.  From  1980 
to  1983  it  was  .internal  in  Air  Force  channels.  There  was  a  couple 
of  studies  that  the  Air  Force  was  trying  to  perform  to  get  a  better 
handle  on  how  to  address  the  impact,  how  to  describe  it.  That's  the 
main  reason  why  it  took  that  long  to  get  to  the  public  comment 
period. 

Soon  after  it  was  released,  we  got  a  number  of  inquiries  or 

comments,  particularly  from  Nevada,  that  people  did  not  have  ade- 

* 

quate  time  to  refer  to  it.  We  then  extended  it  now  to  the  16th  of 
December,  and  we  also  scheduled  public  meetings  for  this  week. 

We  will  then  get  the  comments  and  concerns  from  the  public 
meetings,  try  to  incorporate  them  into  a  final  impact  statement. 

We  think  that  will  be  done  >•  hopefully  be  completed  during  1984. 

That  will  then  go  back  to  Air  Force.  If  they  determine  they're 
going  to  make  the  decision  on  it,  that  will  again  be  released  to 
the  public  for  comment  period.  And  that's  where  we  are  now.  We 
may  not  be  looking  till  '85,  '86  before  the  Air  Force  is  actually 
read>  to  put  that  out  and  say  they've  made  their  decision  or  what 
they  feel  they  would  like  to  do.  That's  nut  hard  and  fast,  but 
we  just  don't  think  it'll  happen  faster,  in  a  quicker  time  frame 
than  that.  And  that's  all  then, 
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Colonel  Casari:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  1  would  like  to  now 
extend  you  an  opportunity  to  ask  any  clarifying  questions  you  may 
have.  You  need  not  have  filled  out  a  card  to  ask  a  question  and 
you  may  ask  the  question  from  your  seat,  but  1  would  ask  whoever 
is  designated  to  answer  the  question,  repeat  the  question  into  the 
microphone  before  giving  the  answer  so  that  we  may  have  it  properly 
reported.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Spectator :  (Question  was  asked  from  the  audience  but  she 
could  not  be  heard.) 

LtCol  Winsett:  Excuse  me.  Why  don't  you  come  on  up  here 
and  everybody  can  hear  your  question  and  you  can  use  this  pointer 
and  we'll  all  be  better  off  for  it  probably.  Thank  you, 

Spectator:  I'm  from  Callao  and  I  lived  twelve  years  at  the 

mill  site.  I  think  it's  about  right  there  (indicating  on  the  map). 
Okay.  Now  the  jets  come  over  us  all  the  time.  One  wrecked  out 
there  not  very  far  from  us,  just  about  three  or  four  years  ago. 

Now,  you  guys  are  talking  about  having  a  sonic  boom  out  here  but 
you're  talking  15,000  feet.  I've  never  seen  one  15,000  feet. 

When  they  come  over  me  they're  25  and  30  feet  and  I’ve  even  had 
one  have  a  sonic  boom  over  me  at  15  and  25  feet..  So  what  point  is 
this  one  that's  coming  out  today  to  do  15,000  feet?  That's  my  only 
question. 

Colonel  Casari:  Ma'am,  do  you  wish  to  state  your  name  for 
the  record?  You  don't  have  to  if  you  don’t  want  to. 

Jbapah  13 


D-289 


Spectator :  I'm  Linda  Tim. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you, 

LtCol  Winsett  :  I  am  not  going  to  say  that  you  did  not 
observe  an  F-16  at  a  very  low  altitude  over  your  property  and  that 
as  a  result  of  that  flight  that  you  did  hear  a  lot  of  noise.  But 
1  will  go  on  record  as  saying  that  there  is  no  supersonic  flight 
permitted  by  F-16  aircraft  operating  out  of  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
or  any  other  aircraft  utilizing  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range, 
no  supersonic  flight  is  permitted  outside  of  this  hashed  area 
(indicating  on  map). 

Mrs  Linda  Tim:  Okay,  I  showed  you  the  wrong  spot  then. 

If  this  is  Ibapah,  we  live  on  this  side  of  the  mountain  from 
Ibapah  and  we're  just,  nine  miles  north  of  Callao,  So  we  are  in 
that  area.  I'm  sorry.  I  didn't  know  that  was  Wendover, 

Colonel  Casari:  If  I  correctly  understand,  and  I  would 
like  the  record  to  reflect  that  the  correction  indicates,  ma'am, 
that  you  do  live  within  the  area  of  permitted  supersonic  flight? 

Mrs  Linda  Tim:  What  I  was  wondering  about  is,  there  is 
no  --  (question  was  unintelligible). 

LtCol  Winsett :  Yes  ma’am.  For  the  record,  supersonic 
flight  in  this  area  is  not  permitted  below  5,000  feet.  Now  I'm 
not  denying  that  you  may  not  have  encountered  a  low-level  flight 
of  an  F-16  or  an  F-4,  or  another  aircraft  that  may  be  operating 
in  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range,  I'm  just  saying  that 
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supersonic  flight  is  not  permitted  below  5,000  feet  in  this 
current  designated  supersonic  training  area.  And  1  thank  you  for 
your  comment.  Are  there  any  other  clarifying  questions  before  we 

r 

really  get  into  the  public  comment.  And  there's  the  sonic  boom, 
or  there’s  the  aircraft.  (Aircraft  could  be  heard  overhead.) 

Colonel  Casari :  Colonel,  do  you  wish  to  adjourn  in  order 
to  permit  people  to  observe,  or  do  you  wish  -- 

LtCol  Winsett:  If  you  want  to  go  outside,  go  ahead.  As 
far  as  1  can  determine,  they're  just  making  passes  overhead  right 
now.  The  demonstration  shouldn’t  be  for  another  two  minutes.  So 
let's  adjourn.  If  you  want  to  go  outside  or  stay  in  here,  whatever. 

Colonel  Casari-:  We'll  be  in  recess  for  two  minutes. 

(Meeting  recessed  at  1536  and  readjourned  at 
1547.) 

Colonel  Casari:  The  meeting  will  come  to  order.  I  would 
note  for  the  record  that  during  the  recess  at  1536  by  my  watch. 

That  is  3:36  p.m.  a  sonic  boom  occurred. 

LtCol  Winsett:  Can  you  folks  upstairs  there  where  it's 
nice  and  warm  hear  us  now  any  better  than  before?  Yes?  Who's 
saying  no?  You  can't  hear  us?  Okay.  (Sound  level  was  turned 
up. ) 

Colonel  Casari:  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Yes  sir. 

Spectator :  I  think  it  should  go  on  the  record  that  for 

the  assessment  of  this  sonic  boom,  that  the  mach  number  and  the 

Ibapa’n  15 


D-Z91 


altitude  and  the  winds  and  the  temperature  will  be  recorded  so 
that  there  is  some  -  you  have  some  way  to  compare  this  with  any 
kind  of  sonic  boom  and  the  fact  that  the  plane  was  in  level  flight, 
etc.,  etc,,  and  the  fact  that  some  glass  fell  out  of  the  roof  in 
this  building  when  the  plane  came  over. 

Colonel  Casari :  he  will  insure  that  the  data  respecting 
the  circumstances  attending  the  sonic  boom  demonstration  are 
placed  in  the  record, 

LtCol  W insert:  I'm  still  here  for  clarifying  anything 
pertaining  to  the  proposal.  Does  anyone  have  any  othex  questions 
concerning  the  proposal?  Yes  sir. 

Spectator :  My  name  is  Jim  Goode,  I’m  the  refuge  manager 

at  fish  Springs  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  we’re  used  to  a  lot 
of  these  flights.  My  question  is  -  and  if  it’s  not  pertaining, 
iust  take  it  off  -  with  the  proposed  airspace,  could  you  tell  me, 
or  if  you  can't  do  it,  what  some  of  the  flight  patterns  will  be 
and  if  they  are  going  to  change  from  what  we  now  get? 

Colonel  Casari:  Mr  Larry  Davis  will  respond, 

Mr  Larry  Davis:  Fish  Springs,  for  those  that  aren’t 
aware  of  where  it’s  located,  it’s  down  in  this  area  right  here 
(indicating  on  the  map),  and  we  don't  forsee  where  the  types  of 
flights  would  differ  from  what  they’re  doing  right  now.  In  other 
words,  it  would  pretty  much  be  the  same  as  to  what  you're 
experiencing . 
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Colonel  Casari;  I  believe  there  is  a  question  from  a 
gentleman  in  the  front  row. 

Spectator ;  I  asked  the  hearing  officer  if  we  could  raise 

f 

questions  during  our  statements.  He  indicated  that  he  thought  he 
would  permit  that,  so  I’m  going  to  withhold  any  questions  until  my 
statement . 

Colonel  Casari:  Very  well.  Yes  sir. 

Spectator:  You  know,  the  sonic  booms  that  you  just  heard  - 

like  the  small  kids  that  we  got  here,  their  ears  are  more  sensitive 
than  us  grownup  people.  They’re  the  ones  that  going  to  suffer 
later  on  and  we  could  go  ahead  and  talk  all  we  want,  but  you're 
still  going  to  make  the  sonic  boom  happen  no  matter  what  we  say, 
or  what  anybody  does.  They're  still  going  to  have  it.  Just  'cause 
he  flew  at  15,000  feet,  the  next  one  when  you're  not  here  is  still 
going  to  come  down  a  little  lower.  He's  going  to  be  flying  just 
over  the  top  of  this  building.  Just  'cause  they’ve  got  all  this 
high-powered  people  here,  he's  flying  up  there  just  to  make  you 
guys  happy. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  sir.  Do  you  wish  to  address 
any  comment  to  that? 

LtCol  Winsett:  No, 

Colonel  Casari:  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Yes  sir. 

If  you  wish,  state  your  name  for  the  record. 
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Spectator ;  My  name  is  Dan  Nelson.  I'd  like  to  know  -  that 
overflight  -  what  altitude  he's  flying  at.  That's  my  first  question. 

I.t  Col  Winsett:  The  altitude  was  at  15,000  feet  above 
ground  level;  20,000  feet  above  sea  level. 

Mr  Dan  Nelson:  And  could  you  tell  me  if  he  was  at  level 

flight? 

LtCol  Winsett:  The  aircraft  was  at  level  flight. 

Mr  Dan  Nelson:  And  the  other  question  that  I  had  was  in 
regard  to  the  Red  Flag  training  that  you  anticipate  in  this  area. 

What  duration  or  time  period  would  you  anticipate  that  you  would 
have  Red  Flag  activities  in  this  area  when  you  would  have  a  more 
intense  training  period? 

LtCol  Winsett:  The  term  "Red  Flag"  was  really  not  appro¬ 
priate.  That  is  a  common  term  that  we  use  for  a  lot  of  aircraft 
operations  that  are  involving  exercises  conducted  by  the  Air  Force. 
Primarily,  those  take  place  down  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  We  do, 
however,  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  conduct  air  operation  exercises. 
Usually  those  are  in  the  summer  months  when  the  weather  is  good, 
Aircraft  from  other  bases  from  throughout  the  United  States  or 
even  overseas,  as  far  as  that  is  concerned,  can  come  in  and  use 
the  facilities  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  We  anticipate  that  those 
types  of  exercises  will  be  probably  one  or  two  pex  year  and  usually 
in  the  summer  months. 

Mr  Nelson:  Colonel,  how  long  do  they  go  on? 
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LtCol  Winsett:  And  they  last  for  about  a  week, 

Mr  Nelson:  Okay,  thank  you, 

LtCol  Winsett:  Now,  that  was  a  general  statement.  Okay? 

♦ 

I'm  not  saying  that  maybe  we  won’t  have  three  scheduled  next  year 
maybe  just  one  scheduled  next  year,  but  our  pattern  thus  far  have 
been  about  two  air-to-air,  air-to-ground  exercises  involving  a  lot 
of  aircraft  and  a  lot  of  sorties  out  on  the  range. 

Colonel  Casari:  Yes  sir. 

Spectator ;  I’m  Milton  Hardman,  You  made  a  statement  that 
they  are  supposed  to  stay  5,000  feet  above  the  ground  level.  Does 
this  include  the  mountains,  the  valleys,  or  just  what  type  of 
terrain  are  they  supposed  to  stay  over  the  5,000  feet?  That’s  ore 
question. 

Mr  Larry  Davis;  When  we’re  talking  about  5,000  feet,  we’re 
talking  about  5,000  feet  above  the  highest  point  of  the  land,  and 
so  if  they’re  operating  in  the  area  where  it’s  very  flat  up  here, 
then  this  elevation  would  be  around  4200  and  that  would  be  5,000 
feet  above  that.  If  they’re  operating  down  in  the  Deep  Creek  area 
then  they  should  be  5,000  feet  above  the  highest  point  of  land  dawn 
there  and  that  runs  up  to  around  10,000  feet  , 

Mr  Hardman:  Okay,  a  back  up,  I  was  in  the  military  service 
in  the  Air  Force  National  Guard,  We  were  always  instructed  never 
to  fly  our  airplane  in  dangerous  situations.  My  pilot  flew  up 
the  Grand  Canyon  in  a  C-119  where  I  could  have  reached  out  and 
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touched  the  walls.  What  I'm  telling  you  is  that  once  those  pilots 
have  left  their  trainers,  such  as  ours,  we  didn't  do  what  they  told 
us  to  do.  To  back  this  up,  my  boy  went  to  the  National  Guard  out 
at  Camp  Williams  this  summer  put  on  by  the  National  Guard,  living 
in  Ibapah,  some  of  them  said,  "Oh  yes,  we  know  about  Ibapah.  We 
have  a  heck  of  a  good  time  confusing  our  instructors  because  what 
wc  do  is,  we  go  down  below  the  radar,  change  our  position,  and 
rise  up."  I  happen  to  be  living  in  that  very  valley  they  do  that 
in  and  I  have  watched  them  make  those  switches.  What  control  - 
my  question  is,  you've  mentioned  they  are  mandatory  they  can't  go 
below  this  5,000.  My  question  is,  what  penalties  are  there  if 
they  do  and  what  controls  do  you  have  to  prevent  that  from 
happening? 

LtCol  Winsett:  To  clarify  the  5,000  foot  buffer  zone  again, 
supersonic  flight  is  not  permitted  below  5,000  AGL,  As  far  as  the 
integrity  and  discipline  involving  our  pilots  are  concerned,  if 
they  do  violate  their  established  rules  of  engagement,  their  operat¬ 
ing  procedures,  and  it's  discovered  that  they  did  violate  that, 
then  there  are  disciplinary  actions  that  are  taken  against  that 
aircrew  member.  I  would  like  to  impart  with  you  that  our  pilots 
today  -  I'm  not  saying  that  some  don't  deviate  -  I'm  saying  that 
most  of  them  are  very  mature  and  very  professional  and  realize 
the  sophisticated  weapon  system  that  they're  flying  and  the  respon¬ 
sibility  that  they  have  for  conducting  a  safe  flight. 
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If  we're  finished  with  the  clarifying  questions  concerning 
the  proposal,  at  this  time  Colonel  Casari,  I'm  going  to  turn  it 

over  for  the  public  comment  period. 

♦ 

Colonel  Casari:  Well,  thank  you.  First  I  would  like  to 
call  on  Mr  Chester  Steele.  Mr  Steele. 

Mr  Chestet  Steele:  My  name  is  Chester  Steele.  I'm  the 
Chairman  for  the  C.osiute  Tribe.  I  just  have  one  announcement 
which  one  of  the  members  here  on  the  panel  has  probably  announced 
already.  There's  a  luncheon  afteT  this  meeting. 

Okay,  for  now  I'd  like  to  just  briefly  introduce  the  area 
of  Gosiute  Reservation.  Okay,  the  introduction  of  the  Gosiute  Indian 
Reservation.  The  Reservation  is  comprised  of  110,352  acres  of  which 
71,554  acres  are  in  Nevada  and  38,793  acres  are  in  Utah  and  lands 
are  tribally  owned.  Each  reservation  family  can  be  allotted  an 
acreage  on  the  reservation  for  their  use.  The  population  of  the 
enrollment  is  369.  Income  producing  activities  are  limited  on  the 
reservation  due  to  the  extreme  isolation  factor  hinders  industrial 
development  on  the  reservation,  Indian  people  have  little  means 
of  support  except  for  which  can  be  derived  from  farming,  livestock 
raising  and  employment  at  the  Gosiute  Enterprises. 

Only  by  abandoning  their  lands  and  leaving  the  reservation 
can  be  most  obtained  permanent  work  on  the  nature  providing  livable 
wages.  On  the  reservation  land  lies  between  the  elevation  of  5,500 
feet  and  12,000  feet , Irrigable  lands  lie  between  elevations  of 
5,500  feet  and  6,500.  The  general  slope  of  irrigable  lands  are 
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from  one  to  three  percent.  The  rangeland  is  gradually  rolling  and 
undulating  except  for  mountainous  terrain  on  the  south  and  east 
ends  of  the  reservation. 

f 

The  Gosiute  Reservation  has  its  wildlife  resources.  The 
existing  wildlife  resources  are  deer,  woodchuck,  ruffle  grouse, 
sagehen,  antelope,  hungarian  partridge,  ring  necked  pheasant, 
quail,  mallard  duck,  and  the  rainbow  trout.  Wild  edible  vegeta¬ 
tion,  just  to  name  a  few,  are  chokecherry,  elderberry,  wild  onions, 
pine  nuts,  and  wild  potatoes. 

The  native  language  is  spoken  and  it  is  limited.  Although 
the  majority  of  the  Indian  population  speak  the  English  language, 
the  Ibapah  community  has  public  school.  Student  enrollment  is 
sixty-two  and  sixteen  Indian  students.  GT&de  school  stiidents  are 
transported  by  bus  from  7:00  a.m,  to  4:00  p.m.,  five  days  a  week, 
twenty-five  miles  one  way  and  fifty  miles  total.  There  are  about 
nine  Indian  students  currently  attending  Wendover  High  School. 
Students  are  transported  by  bus,  five  days  a  week,  7:30  a.m.  to 
3:30  p.m.  The  distance  is  about  65  miles  one  way;  total  of  130 
miles  round  trip,  and  also  we  have  about  17  other  students  currently 
enrolled  in  various  states  and  vocational  trade  schools  and  colleges 
and  university  throughout  Utah  and  Nevada,  California. 

I’m  just  going  to  have  to  jump  around  here.  Okay,  On 
October  5th,  1983,  the  Daily  Times  ran  a  series  for  the  United 
States  Air  Force  regarding  sonic  boom  and  proposing  to  extend  sonic 
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flight  testing  area  westward  for  Utah,  It  is  evident  that  the 
US  Government  has  proposed  in  restricted  areas  for  military'  pur¬ 
poses.  Such  proposals  and  restrictions  are  areas  the  Salt  Flats 
west  of  the  Great  Salt  Lake  and  southward  from  Dugway  Proving 


Grounds , acreage  and  mileage  involved  are  unknown  and  possibly 
unidentified.  To  some  unknown  reason  perhaps  the  Air  Force  repre¬ 
sentatives  here  today  should  explain  and  clarify  the  matters. on 
the  acreage  I  have  mentioned  do  not  apply  to  this  area  hut  there 
are  those  people  in  the  surrounding  area  own  livestock  and  to  those 
livestock  owners  it  should  be  clarified  and  areas  <•  of  areas  that 
arc  being  restricted. 

Existing  supersonic  flight  space  area  is  located  southwest 
of  the  Salt  Flats  beginning  only  a  few  miles  south  of  Wendover  and 
some  few  miles  west  of  Knolls  Station  or  auto  wrecking  and  south¬ 
ward  about  40  miles  and  east  of  Goat  Hill  and  only  a  few  miles 
north  of  Callao,  all  in  Tooele  County,  and  now  the  US  Government 
and  the  United  States  Air  Force  is  proposing  to  extend  supersonic 
testing  area  westward  to  the  northeastern  Nevada  to  Elko  County 
and  White  Pine  Counties.  The  total  counties  involved  are  Elko, 
White  Pine,  Juab,  Tooele,  and  Millard. 

Let's  see.  I'll  just  read  the  last  part  here  of  my  presen¬ 
tation.  There  has  been  studies  made  by  the  various  agencies  such 
as  physicians,  attorneys,  commissioners,  senators  of  both  states, 
Nevada  and  Utah.  The  utmost  very  unheard  of  rule  individuals 
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located  in  isolated  and  remote  areas,  from  civilization,  so  to 
speak.  Civilization  consists  of  large  cities,  towns  where  heavily 
populated  people  are  near  interstate  routes,  railroads,  even  air 
terminals  and  main  supermarket  chains.  The  people  of  such  isolated 
and  remote  areas  are  constantly  degraded  and  are  no  value  of  cities 
and  governments  of  the  United  States.  So,  therefore,  such  isolated 
remote  areas  are  identified  and  proposed  to  be  the  supersonic  and 
possibly  nuclear  waste  dumps  of  the  United  States  of  America. 

When  I  was  in  a  grade  school,  our  teacher  used  to  have  us 
as  a  group  or  a  class,  to  sing  each  day.  And  one  of  the  songs 
that  was  -  that  brought  back  memories  because  of  all  of  this  pollu¬ 
tion  and  testings  -  was  the  song,  it's  called  ‘’America  the  Beautiful," 
And  the  song  has  some  interesting  verses  about  -  America  was  once 
a  -  once  upon  a  time  a  free  country  -  America  was  once  upon  a  time 
had  purple  mountains  and  blue  spacious  skies.  America  was,  at  one 
time,  a  beautiful  country  which  no  longer  exists.  America  had 
purple  mountains  and  blue  skies  which  no  longer  exist.  Such 
qualities  of  once  upon  a  time  America  is  now  becoming  the  super¬ 


sonic  test  areas  and  waste  dumps  of  nuclear.  And  I’d  just  like  to 
say  the  species  that  would  be  affected  from  the  supersonic  testings 
would  be  the  human  egg,  the  unborn  child  within  the  mother’s  womb, 
is  affected  by  sonic  boom  which  would  be  -  children  in  schools 
relating  to  their  educational  studies  are  affected  by  supersonic 
booms.  As  you  heard,  the  one  that  was  being  released  earlier  and 


people  of  races  and  all  colors  within  the  valley  are  affected  by 
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sonic  boom.  Not  only  people  but  natural  resources  as  veil,  should 
be  livestock,  wild  game,  crops,  wild  vegetation,  all  axe  victims 
of  sound  waves  or  better  known  as  the  sonic  boom.  So  as  the 
Chairman  of  the  Gosiute  Tribe  1,  in  the  form  of  a  resolution,  which 
1  did  not  prepare  yet,  but  we  are  still  working  on  it  and  along 
with  our  comments,  we  will  probably  be  presenting  that  to  you 
people.  So  thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you,  Mr  Steele.  I  now  call  upon 
Mr  J,  Kennedy.  I  believe  the  middle  initial  is  "P"  but  I  may 
have  that  wrong,  I  understand  that  Mr  Kennedy  is  the  Tribal  Council 
attorney  for  the  Gosiute  Tribe,  or  Confederated  Tribes. 

Mr  John  Paul  Kennedy:  Thank  you  much  Colonel,  My  name 
is  John  Paul  Kennedy.  I'm  Tribal  Attorney  for  the  Gosiute  Tribe, 

I  practice  in  Salt  Lake  City  with  the  firm  of  Boyd  and  Kennedy  and 
Romney.  I've  represented  the  tribe,  our  firm  has,  fox  over  30  years 
and  1  personally  have  done  work  for  the  tribe  for  the  last  dozen 
years.  I've  come  to  this  valley  many  times  during  that  period  of 
time  and  I 'in  pleased  that  the  tribe  has  asked  us  to  be  heTe  today, 
I’m  with  Paul  Ashton,  who  is  another  lawyeT  in  our  firm,  and  he 
will  speak  briefly  when  I'm  through. 

We  want  to  thank  the  Air  Force  for  assisting  in  arranging 
this  hearing  here  today  so  that  you  people  could  come  and  partici¬ 
pate,  We've  been  grateful  to  them  for  their  willingness  to  accommo¬ 
date  the  interests  of  the  people  as  far  as  holding  this  hearing  is 
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concerned.  I  wish  there  were  other  good  things  that  1  could  say  at 
this  time,  but  I  think  that's  the  end  of  the  good  things.  I  have 
a  number  of  comments  to  make  and  questions  to  raise, 

f 

First  of  all,  the  Tribal  Council  has  indicated  to  us  that 
they  are  opposed  to  the  proposed  -  they  are  opposed  to  the  proposal 
that  has  been  presented.  I  believe  the  chairman  has  given  a  few  of 
the  reasons  why  they  are  concerned  about  it  and  why  they  are  opposed 
to  it.  In  making  a  rough  count,  I  see  approximately  seventy  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  valley  that  are  here  today,  I'd  like  to  know  if  any 
of  you  that  are  residents  of  the  valley  here  today  are  in  favor  of 
it.  Would  you  raise  your  hand,  I  think  the  record  should  show 
that  there  is  no  hand  raised. 

Colonel  Casari :  That  is  correct. 

Mr  Kennedy ;  Are  any  of  the  residents  of  the  valley  here 
today  opposed  to  this  proposal?  Would  you  raise  your  hand?  I 
think  the  record  should  show  that  a  significant  number  of  hands 
were  raised.  I  can't  count  them  but  my  guess  would  be  in  the 
neighborhood  of  thirty  or  thirty-five. 

colonel  Casari.  That  seems  accurate, 

Mr  Kennedy;  Are  there  any  residents  of  the  valley  here 
today  who  have  no  opinion  on  the  issue  at  this  time?  Would  you 
Taise  your  hands?  I  think  the  record  should  show  that  theTe  are 
no  hands  raised. 

Colonel  Casari:  That  is  also  correct. 
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Mr  Kennedy:  Now,  in  the  time  that  I've  come  to  this  valley, 
I've  remarked  to  myself  and  to  others  on  many  occasions  how  beauti¬ 
ful  this  place  is,  not  only  because  of  the  visual  impact  but  also 
because  of  the  peaceful  nature  of  this  area.  It's  one  of  the  few 
places  that  I've  been  in  the  United  States  where  you  have  a  truly 
peaceful,  quiet  environment.  One  which  is  very,  very  unusual. 

Now  that  sonic  boom  that  you  heard  earlier  was  flown  at  level 
flight  at  15,000  feet  above  ground  level.  They  can  come  down 
within  the  tolerances  of  their  permitted  range  another  10,000  feet. 
As  most  of  you  know,  the  impact  of  sound  varies  inversely  with  the 
square  of  the  distance,  which  means  the  closer  it's  to  you  the 
louder  it  gets  and  it's  not  just  a  little  louder,  but  it  goes  up 
by  the  square  of  that  difference,  In  other  words,  a  significant 
difference.  We  asked  the  Air  force  to  fly  at  5,0QQ  above  ground 
level  today  and  they  would  not  do  it.  Now  you  can  ask  yourself 
I  guess  why  they  would  not  do  it. 

The  Indian  people  who  live  here  and  whom  we  represent 
have  been  in  this  area  for  generations  and  generations.  Many  of 
the  non-Indian  people  have  also  been  here  for  many,  many  genera¬ 
tions,  The  people  that  are  here  have  made  sacrifice*;  to  be  here. 
Certainly  the  non- Indians  have  sacrificed  greatly  in  building  their 
ranches,  their  farms,  their  homes,  establishing  their  mines  and 
their  other  workings  here  in  this  area.  It  has  taken  a  lot  to  do 
that.  The  Indians  have  sacrificed  a  lot  too.  As  many  of  you  know, 
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the  (iosiutc  people,  which  includes  part  of  the  Shoshones,  extended 
at  one  time  from  far  into  Nevada  all  the  way  over  to  Tooele,  That 
land  was  taken  from  the  Indians,  as  the  courts  have  held,  back  in 
the  late  1800s,  They  have  sacrificed  a  great  deal  in  having  that 
land  taken  from  them.  The  government  arranged  to  have  this  reserva¬ 
tion  set  up  for  the  Gosiutes  back  in  the  1914  timeframe.  As  Chester 
indicated,  the  reservation  that  remains  is  about  110  or  120,000 
acres.  That's  to  be  compared  with  many,  many  thousand  square  miles 
that  they  originally  had.  That  land  is  gone  and  they've  been  left 
with  a  much  smaller  area-  The  tribe  is  very  proud  of  their  area. 
They're  proud  of  the  beauty  of  the  area.  They're  proud  of  the 
people.  They're  proud  of  their  relations  with  many  of  the  non- 
Inciians  here.  They're  proud  of  what  they’ve  been  able  to  accom¬ 
plish  in  terms  of  building  an  industry  here,  small  as  it  may  be, 
but  one  which  has  been  successful  in  contrast  to  many  other  tribal 
enterprises  across  the  country.  They're  proud  of  their  future. 
They're  proud  of  their  youth  and  they're  proud  of  the  opportuni¬ 
ties  that  lie  ahead  of  them,  A  question  that  I  would  like  to  have 
the  Air  Force  answer  is,  "What  is  in  it  for  the  Gosiutes  to  allow 
this  to  happen  here  in  this  area?  What's  in  it  for  the  non- Indians?" 
As  far  as  1  can  tell  there's  nothing  in  it,  except  some  vague  notion 
of  expanding  our  capability  as  a  nation  to  train  our  people. 

Granted,  that  may  be  true  but  that  doesn't  explain  why  it's  going 
to  be  put  here  as  opposed  to  someplace  else. 
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The  Gosiute  Tribe  does  not  consent,  does  not  consent,  to 
allowing  its  airspace  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  We  believe 
that  the  consent  of  the  Gosiute  Tribe  is  essential  before  that 

t 

airspace  can  be  so  used.  The  Gosiute  Indian  Tribe  is  a  sovereign, 
independent  entity.  To  my  knowledge,  there  has  been  no  statute,  no 
taking  of  their  space,  their  airspace.  While  much  of  their  ground 
has  been  taken  and  they've  been  compensated  for  that,  there  has 
been  no  compensation  paid  to  the  Gosiute  Tribe  for  the  taking  of 
airspace  and  they  do  not  consent  to  allow  it  to  be  so  used.  And  I 
think  the  record  needs  to  have  that  very  clearly  stated. 

There  were  a  number  of  points  made  during  the  presentation 
that  indicate  to  me  that  there  are  many  alternatives  that  have  not 
been  adequately  considered.  For  example,  there  was  a  discussion 
briefly  of  the  air  combat  system  that  has  been  set  up  in  the  area 
designated  by  the  crosshatch.  We  would  like  to  know  why  that  area  - 
why  that  system  was  set  up  in  that  area  if  the  area  was  not  suitable 
for  the  training  purposes.  Why  wasn't  the  system  set  up,  for  example 
in  the  area  to  the  north  of  Wendover?  Another  point  that  was  made 
was  that  they  felt  that  the  range  needed  to  be  close  to  Hill,  1 
would  also  suggest  that  the  area  north  of  Wendover  is  much  closer 
to  Hill  than  we  are  here.  The  money  that  would  be  saved  in  fuel 
by  using  a  northern  -  a  more  northerly  situated  area,  would  more 
than  compensate  the  Air  Force  for  building  an  entirely  new  air 
combat  system,  if  costs  were  a  factor.  Can  you  imagine  what  it 
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would  be  like  here  having  a  sonic  boom  approximately  every  twelve 


minutes,  assuming  they  even  stayed  at  15,000  feet  like  we  were 
told  that  they  were  flying  at  today.  In  the  time  that  has  taken 
place  since  that  first  sonic  boom  occurred,  we’d  have  probably 
two  or  three  more  that  would  have  occurred.  Can  you  imagine  your 
children  in  school  trying  to  concentrate  during  that  kind  of 
situation?  That's  what  they're  up  against,  I  wonder  if  the  Air  ; 

i 

force  lias  considered  that  and  I  wonder  if  they  have  plotted  the 

r"1 

!■!  location  of  schools  in  the  area  north  of  Wendover  and  whether  ' 

I 

they  recognize  that  there  is  a  school  here  at  Ibapah,  [ 

!  1  would  like  to  know  whether  the  Air  force  will  guarantee 

i 

|  that  there  will  he  no  restriction  of  this  airspace.  You  indicated 
that  this  was  a  military  operational  area.  At  this  time,  in  a 

^  military  operational  area  there  is  not  automatic  restriction, 

-  i 

In  other  words,  general  aviation  can  use  that  same  area,  If  it 
becomes  a  supersonic  Tange,  as  they  propose,  will  they  guarantee 
that  the  area  will  remain  unrestricted? 

The  implication  made  by  one  of  the  Davis'  concerning  the 
impact  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  that  this  kind 
of  sonic  boom  does  not  affect  people.  Well  then,  why  are  they 
making  such  a  point  of  the  fact  that  there  are  few  people  living 
in  this  area  and  why  don't  they  hold  their  sonic  booms  over  Salt 
Take  City,  for  example.  It  seems  to  me  that  Tooele  County  is 
becoming  the  low  point  of  the  state.  We're  going  to  get  the 
tailings  out  here  from  Salt  Take  County,  now  we're  going  to  get 
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the  sonic  booms  from  Weber  County.  Again,  what  is  the  advantage 


to  you  people  here  of  those  moves?  Why  don't  they  have  them  in 
the  other  area  if  they  don't  have  any  adverse  impact. 

Colonel  Casari :  Mr  Kennedy,  may  I  ask  you  to  sum  up 

please? 

Mr  Kennedy:  Yeah.  1  have  a  number  of  points,  I'm  repre¬ 
senting  over  300  people  here.  Colonel,  and  if  each  one  took  five 
minutes  it  would  take  quite  a  while.  I'm  trying  to  go  through  it 
as  quickly  as  possible. 

Colonel  Casari :  I  understand.  I'm  only  trying  to  insure 
that  all  those  who  have  signed  up  to  speak  have  an  opportunity. 
Thank  you, 

Mr  Kennedy;  Thank  you.  W'e  also  were  advised  in  the 
environmental  Impact  Statement  that  the  area  shown  in  the  cross- 
hatch  is  over  used.  That  they're  using  it  for  cruise  missile 
tests  and  other  things.  Were  those  original  tests  planned  as  a 
part  of  those  -  of  that  space  when  it  was  designated  as  supersonic 
and  if  so,  will  the  same  thing  happen  here  over  this  area?  Why 
don't  they  move  the  things  that  axe  now  taking  place  in  the  cross- 
jhatch  to  some  other  place  and  let  them  do  their  military  air-to-air 
exercises  in  that  area. 

I'd  like  to  know  whether,  when  you  say  that  no  supersonic 
flight  is  permitted  under  5,000  AGL,  whether  that  means  that  no 
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supersonic  flight  occurs  under  5,000  feet  AGL,  I'd  like  to  know 
how  many  deviations  from  the  general  rule  have  occurred  over,  say 
the  last  five-year  period,  and  what  has  been  done  with  the  Air 
Forcfe  officers  that  have  been  involved  in  those  deviations. 

Also  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  it  was  noted 
that  there  weTe  few  complaints  from  the  people  in  this  aTea,  On 
behalf  of  the  Indian  people,  I'd  like  to  have  the  Air  Force  know 
that  we  oily  have  one  telephone  here  and  the  one  telephone  that’s 
here  is  frequently  not  working,  so  it's  very  difficult  for  the 
Indian  people,  and  1  assume  also  for  the  non-Indian  people,  to 
voice  theiT  complaints.  Similarly,  many  of  the  older  Indian  people 
who  are  frequently  looked  upon  as  the  spokesmen  for  the  tribe,  are 
not  fluent  in  English  and  are  not  particularly  fluent  in  ability 
to  write  English  and,  consequently,  it  is  not  surprising  to  me  to 
know,  or  to  heaT,  that  you  haven’t  received  many  complaints  from 
them.  That  doesn’t  mean  that  they  don’t  have  any  and  I've  heard 
many  myself  from  them. 

Mr  Ashton  of  our  office  will  now  take  a  couple  of  minutes 
of  my  time,  if  he  could.  Thank  you  Colonel. 

Colonel  t'.asari;  Thank  you  very  much  Mr  Kennedy,  Mr 

Ashton? 

Mr  Paul  Ashton:  My  name  is  Paul  Ashton,  I'm  associated 
with  Mt  Kennedy.  I  have  a  few  questions  here  just  in  running 
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through  the  EIS.  In  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  they  say 

that  military  aircraft .primarily  F-16  aircraft  will  be  used  in  the 

area.  What  other  types  of  aircraft  will  be  using  it?  My  under- 
♦ 

standing  is  different  types  of  aircraft  have  different  impacts, 
can  have  much  greater  impacts.  I  assume  this  is  being  written 
down  so  we  can  get  some  type  of  response. 

I  notice  that  the  EIS  didn't  take  into  consideration  the 
members  of  the  tribe  that  happen  to  live  off-site,  off  the  reser¬ 
vation,  but  feel  that  this  is  their  home.  Also,  do  we  have  a 
schedule  of  when  the  419  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  will  be  converting 
to  F-16s  and  what  effect  that  will  have.  A  lot  of  these  things 
have  been  covered. 

I  notice  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  you  used 
the  F-1S  for  many  of  the  tests.  In  the  appendages  of  the  EIS,  I 
notice  there  is  some  differences  in  those  two  craft  and  why  haven't 
they  been  addressed? 

Another  thing  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  concerned  me 
especially,  was  the  fact  that  in  constantly  talking  about  the  noise 
levels  that  will  be  experienced,  you  talk  about  day-night  average 
spread  over  24  hours,  and  then  you  make  much  of  the  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  says  that's  okay.  And 
yet,  my  understanding  is  the  flights  will  be  mainly  limited  to  an 
eight-hour  period;  therefore,  the  noise  levels  will  be  much  greater 
and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  which  1  would  think  is 
more  efficient  than  HUD,  looks  at  55  decibals  day-night  as  the 
safer  level.  Also,  one  thing  that  I  would  like  to  get  clarifica¬ 
tion  is  the  phenomenon  called  the  "focus  boom."  What  we  experienc  ,d 
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today  was  -  1  don't  know  what  the  exact  i argon  is  -  but  J  be! i eye 
it's  more  of  a  carpet  boom.  Focus  boom,  in  my  understanding,  is 
where  two  waves  hit  each  other,  they  are  magnified  two  to  five 
times;  much  like  when  you  drop  two  pebbles  in  a  lake  and  the  waves  ^ 
intersect.  1  don't  believe  the  exercises  here  will  be  involving 
just  single  jets  and  will  that  not  enhance  the  possibility  and 
probability  of  focus  booms? 

Also,  I  think  it  should  have  been  noted  in  the  initial 
presentation  that,  under  the  Air  Force's  own  examination,  that 
when  an  F-16  is  flying  at  5,000  above  ground  level  at  Mach  1.3, 
the  sea-weighted  decibels  -  over  24  hours  again. -  this  is  not 
cramped  into  the  eight-hour  period  where  the  reality  is  -will 
highly  annoy  over  35  percent  of  the  people,  Now,  1  wasn’t 
highly  annoyed  with  that  sound  I  heard.  Like  I  heard  one  person 
say,  it  sounds  just  like  a  shotgun.  Nonetheless,  your  own  studies  | 
say  35  percent  of  the  people  will  be  highly  annoyed,  what  does 
highly  annoyed  mean? 

And  finally,  on  page  45  of  the  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment,  you  note  that  some  experiments  have  shown  a  tendency  for 
sonic  boom  exposure  to  degrade  the  performance  of  certain  visual, 
steering,  and  tracking  task,  and  yet  you  did  not  go  on  and  state 
what  results  were  shown.  It  seems  we've  only  seen  the  positive 
tests  here,  the  slight  impact,  and  I  think  there  is  some  real 
concern  with  health  and  safety.  Thank  you. 


TZc  OZZ 
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Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  Mr  Ashton.  1  would  remind 
everyone  that  we  do  have  a  number  of  cards  to  get  through  and  1 
ask  you  to  please  confine  your  comments  to  five  minutes,  1  will 
begin  to  interrupt  and  advise  you.  I  don't  want  to  cut  you  off, 

1  know  there's  a  lot  to  say,  but  it's  important  that  everyone 
have  an  opportunity  to  speak.  Mr  Cecil  Garland  of  Callao. 

Mr  Cecil  Garland:  I  wish  to  thank  very  much  the  Air 
force  for  holding  this  meeting.  1  guess  if  1  would  have  asked 
a  question.  1  live  in  an  adobe  house  that:  was  built  in  about  1903. 
Already  from  the  low-level  flights  and  from  the  sonic  booms  that 
we  receive,  I  question  how  long  my  house  will  stand.  It  has  some 
great  value  to  me  over  and  beyond  the  cost  of  just  replacing  it. 
It's  my  understanding  from  talking  to  the  people  who  lived  in  the 
Callao  area  for  a  long  time,  that  Samuel  Clements  spent  the  night 
there  and  Barney  Oldfield  spent  the  night  there,  so  not  only  when 
my  house  is  shaken  down,  as  I  presume  that  it's  going  to  be  before 
too  long,  I  will  want  to  be  reimbursed  for  the  value  of  the  home 
but  for  its  personal,  historical  value  to  me, 

Perhaps  the  question  is,  then,  is  not  so  much  as  this 
particular  one  incident,  but  is  the  Great  Basin  of  Utah  and 
Nevada  to  finally  be  recognized  and  admitted  to  by  the  military 
that  we  are  to  be  a  military  reservation  and  that  every  scheme 
that  is  dreamed  up  or  hereby  conceived  of,  is  placed  upon  the 
Great  Basin  of  Utah  and  Nevada  simply  because  we  axe  a  sparsely 
populated  area.  The  history  of  the  treatment  of  the  military. 
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I'm  sorry  to  say,  is  not  good.  Beginning  after  World  War  11,  we 
began  to  get  the  radiation  fall  out  above  ground  over  the  Great 
Basin,  and  I  am  convinced  that  there  are  people  dying  in  this  area 
because  of  the  concentration  of  radiation.  Sheep  died  in  Skull 
Valley  next  to  ours  from  poison  gas,  we’re  convinced,  and  the 
military  has  never  admitted  that.  And  then  the  Air  force  come  up 
with  MX  and  it  was  only  because  of  the  enormous  concern  of  the 
people  of  this  part  of  the  United  States,  the  love  of  theiT  vast 
valley,  and  the  quietness  of  the  valley,  where  we  choose,  not  out 
of  desperation,  but  out  of  choice  to  live  here,  that  we  rose  up 
and  opposed  it  and  ultimately  had  it  stopped.  And  now,  we  are 
asked  to  endure  over  and  above  the  low-level  flights,  which  I  am 
convinced  oftentimes,  uses  out  vehicles,  our  homes,  and  our 
schools,  as  targets,  whether  by  accident  or  design,  I'm  absolutely 
convinced  of  it.  And  the  first  time  that  1  was  driving  along  on 
the  desert  road  and  a  jet  airplane  come  over  me  somewhere  between 
two  and  five  hundred  feet,  probably  more  closely  to  two,  I  went 
into  a  shock,  an  accelerated  heartbeat  of  fright,  of  fear,  of 
myself  and  my  child  laying  .in  the  seat  beside  me,  I'm  settin'  on 
a  tractor  and  this  comes  over  me,  I'm  sure  that  for  an  instant  I 
lose  control.  I  am  that  frightened.  1  know  no  one  else  who  feels 
any  different  and  it’s  the  same  whether  you  witnessed  that  low-level 
flight  and  it  occurs  time  and  time  again  and  it  comes  at  unexpected 
and  it  never  lessens. 
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Now  we  are  the  recipients  of  this  because  we  live  in  a 
sparsely  populated  area.  James  Madison  -  President  James  Madison 
wrote  extensively  about  the  will  of  the  majority  imposing  its  will 
upon  the  minority  and  one  of  the  early  corrections  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  -  amendments  to  the  Constitution  -  was  upon  that  very  subject. 

Now  if  tins  value  that  is  presumed  to  be  occurring  from 
this  was  truly  a  value,  then  why  don't  we  put  it  over  Salt  Lake 
City  or  Washington  DC?  Obviously,  because  they  wouldn't  tolerate 
it.  Yet  the  stress  to  the  individual  is  no  greater  over  Salt  Lake 
City  to  an  .individual  than  it  is  to  an  individual,  a  Native  Ameri¬ 
can,  or  to  myself  who  chooses  to  farm  or  ranch.  Our  personal 
liberty  of  living  without  the  fear  of  being  simply  shocked,  having 
our  houses  rattled,  having  our  livestock  stressed,  is  a  fear,  is 
a  freedom  that  I  believe  that  we  should  be  afforded.  So,  at  this 
point  in  time,  1  think  that  we  have  to  determine,  whether  by  acci¬ 
dent  or  designs  the  military  chooses  to  simply  make  us  a  military 
reservation.  Jf  that  is  the  case,  then  I  object!  1  would  like  to 
state  that  it's  my  opinion  that  we  exist  here,  not  at  the  liberty 
or  at  the  whims  of  the  Air  Force  or  any  other  part  of  the  military, 
but  that  they  operate  here  because  we  tolerate  them  to  do  so 
because  that  we  recognize  that  we  need,  in  this  mad  world  of  today, 
some  form  of  defense. 

There  are  different  kinds  of  invasions.  Assuming  from 
some  preposterous  point  o.f  view  that  the  Russians  invaded  us,  they 
wouldn't  stop  long  on  the  west  desert.  They'd  get  on  down  to 
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K-Mart  and  McDonald's.  That's  what  they’re  more  interested  in, 
Eut  the  perpetual  arid  endless  invasion  of  the  Air  Force  is,  none¬ 
theless,  an  invasion,  and  1  simply  wish  to  object. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr  Garland.  Mr 
Ron  Weber  of  Ibapah. 

Mr  Ron  Weber:  1  think  all  the  chinking's  falling  out  of 
my  house  too.  1  never  really  thought  about  what  the  reason  might 
be  but  maybe  that's  it. 

1  have  a  farm  about  ten  miles  south  of  here.  If  we  all 
looked  a  little  bored  when  the  sonic  boom  occurred,  it's  because, 
1  guess,  to  me,  it  was  really  kid  stuff  compared  to  what  we're 
really  used  to  hearing  out  here.  (Applause)  We've  heard  a  lot 
better.  Five  minutes  isn't,  much  time  to  speak  in  defense  of 
what's  really  important  to  you,  and  I  might  have  a  little  more 
than  live  minutes  worth  of  stuff  here,  and  I  guess  I'll  try  to 
talk  real  fast  because  I  want  to  get  most  of  it  in. 

I'm  going  to  have  to  read  it  because  I'm  not  too  good  at 
speaking  extemporaneously,  1  brought  my  wife  along  foT  that.  No 
offense  intended.  She's  really  good.  You  know  these  valleys  and 
the  high  desert  country  of  the  Great  Basin  axe  wondrous  and  spell 
binding.  Must  have  been  in  a  place  such  as  this  that  the  phTase, 
on  a  cleaT  day  you  can  see  forever  or  the  silence  is  deafening, 
had  their  origins. 
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We]]  folks,  if  the  Air  Force  has  its  way,  things  are  going 
to  change  quite  a  bit  around  here.  There  won't  be  the  silence  that 
will  be  deafening.  It  will  be  good  old  heart-thumping  sonic  booms. 
The  sound  of  freedom,  as  the  military  so  affectionately  refers  to 
the  phenomenon.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  they  don't  want 
this  sound  of  freedom  to  occur  over  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  The  sound 
of  freedom  will  occur  at  the  rate  of  approximately  100  to  125  sonic 
booms  per  day.  And  you  may  not  be  able  to  see  forever  as  these 
aircraft  belch  900  tons  of  pollutants  into  the  atmosphere  each 
year  in  tins  area.  The  Air  Force  tells  us  that  it  will  only  hurt 
a  little  bit.  That  there  arc  no  known  adverse  physiological  effects 
on  people  of  these  overpressures.  We  must  be  mindful  that  today 
a  significant  number  of  southern  Utahns  are  hurting  move  than  a 
little  hit,  they  being  the  innocent  downwind  victims  of  the  1940s 
atomic  testing  in  Nevada,  from  which  there  were,  at  the  time,  no 
known  adverse  physiological  effects,  or  at  least  admittedly  nnknown- 
or  known. 


Unremittingly  thorough,  the  Air  Force  also  informs  us  that 
these  sonic  booms  won’t  bother  the  reindeer  or  Sooty  Tern. 

I'm  happy  to  hear  that  but  I'm  mostly  concerned  with  people.  It 
bothers  me.  A  sonic  boom  is  roughly  equivalent  to  the  explosion, 
without  warning,  of  a  stick  of  dynamite  in  your  backyard.  Such  a 
noise  produces  a  startled  effect  which  you  can  never  get  used  to. 
The  body  is  immediately  flooded  with  adrenalin  and  other  potent 
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chemicals  to  give  it  energy  and  endurance  for  the  emergency,  and 
a  sonic  boom  is  an  emergency.  If  you're  on  a  horse  and  there's  a 
sonic  boom,  it's  an  emergency  or  if  you're  operating  a  piece  oi 
power  equipment,  it  may  be  an  emergency.  Jt  might  be  good  for  the 
laundry  business. 

Continued  over  a  long  period,  exhaustion  of  the  powers  of 
stress  resistance  follows.  The  body  then  loses  control  and  these 
chemicals  -  hormones  -  proceed  to  overstimulate  and  attack  "Vital 
organs.  Blood  pressure  stays  high  and  heart  rhythm  changes.  Peptic 

<M 

ulcers,  hypertens ive  kidney  disease,  tooth  decay,  arthritis,  lowered 
resistance  to  other  diseases,  and  premature  aging  are  some  of  the 
consequences  that  eventually  may  follow.  But  then  as  they  say,  it 
will  only  hurt  a  little  bit. 

Of  course  sonic  booms,  as  an  unremitting  diet,  are  harmful 
to  your  health.  Forget  about  the  Sooty  Tern  and  reindeer.  Even 
without  a  classical,  closed  solution,  mathematical  proof  that  this 
is  so,  common  sense  leads  us  to  this  conclusion,  We  can  project 
from  our  own,  not  too  meager,  experience  in  this  area.  That  noise 
will  drive  us  all  batty.  That's  why  the  Air  Force  doesn’t  want 
sonic  booms  over  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  They  don't  want  to  be  batty; 
they  want  us  to  be  batty.  Why  us?  Because  we're  small  in  numbers; 

3 Mi  people  they  say,  and  because  they  think  we're  backward  and 
dumb.  1  quote  from  page  63  of  the  DEIS,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  under  the  title.  Details  of  Unresolved  Issues,  "because 
of  the  area's  rural  population  and  remoteness,  area  residents  are 
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accustomed  to  a  lifestyle  free  from  encroachment  of  modern  civili¬ 
zation."  Have  you  ever  felt  so  deprived?  Well,  they're  going  to 
fix  that.  They're  going  to  bring  you  modern  civilization  in  the 
form  of  that  sound  of  freedom  lullaby,  BOOM!  These  lullabys  may 
not  put  you  to  sleep  but  they  will  give  you  the  power  of  levitation. 
You  rise  about  two  feet  off  the  ground  for  a  few  seconds  every  time 
you  hear  one. 

If  this  supersonic  area  -  operating  area  -  goes  through 
it  will  be  detrimental  to  your  health  and  your  pocketbook.  Your 
land  will  depreciate  in  value  because  no  one  with  all  his  marbles  , 
intact  would  live  here  and  no  one  with  all  his  marbles  would  want 
to  buy  in.  The  value  of  your  land  is  intrinsically  related  to  the 
lifestyle  and  peace  and  quiet  that  goes  along  with  this  area. 

Most  of  you  probably  aren’t  out  here  for  the  money  and  most  people 
don’t  buy  farms  and  ranches  for  the  piivilege  of  experiencing  the 
startled  effect  of  sonic  booms.  You  can  get  that  same  experience 
a  lot.  cheaper  by  just  sticking  your  finger  in  a  light  globe  socket 
a  few  times  a  day. 

This  proposal  is  an  act  of  aggression  against  our  physical, 
mental,  and  financial  well-being.  The  Air  Force  seems  to  forget 
that  we're  all  supposed  to  be  on  the  same  side.  Unless  you  misin¬ 
terpret  where  I  stand,  let  me  mention  that  1  believe  in  a  strong 
defense,  1  always  vote  for  the  party  that  gives  the  military  more 
money.  I'm  a  super  patriot  and  I've  served  in  the  military.  One 
of  my  friends  equates  my  political  leaning  as  being  just  slightly 
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to  the  right  of  Genghis  eh  an .  ]  just  happen  to  believe  that  what 

the  Air  force  is  proposing  here,  and  the  Navy  in  Nevada,  is  wrong. 

]  believe  this  proposal  infringes  upon  my  basic  constitutional 
rights  to  life,  liberty,,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness,  and  my  right 
to  own  property.  And  this  under  the  guise  of  protecting  my  liberty 
If  the  military  really  needs  to  render  this  good  valley  unhabitable 
because  of  an  incessant  and  abusive  startling  effect  of  sonic  booms 
let  them  exercise  the  government’s  right  of  condemnation  and  justly 
compensate  us  for  the  physical,  mental,  and  financial  losses  which 
will  surely  incur.  We're  so  vulnerable  because  we're  so  few  in 
number  and  they're  so  strong.  They  have  legions  of  experts  and 
lawyers,  which  we  pay  for  too  out  of  our  tax  money.  And  yet,  this 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  may  offer  a  glimmer  of  hope. 
These  legions  of  experts  and  lawyers,  after  years  of  work  and  who 
knows  how  much  of  your  tax  money,  have  proposed  a  very  flawed  docu¬ 
ment.  1  believe  many  of  the  arguments  are  specious,  if  not  spuriou 
in  nature.  And  by  that  1  mean,  some  facts  aie  said  to  indicate  ore 
thing  when  they  may  as  well  indicate  another. 

Colonel  Casari:  Mr  W'eber,  may  I  ask  you  to  sum  up  please? 

Mr  Weber:  All  right,  1  shall  do  that.  The  Air  Force  has 

other  options.  They're  not  just  -  they're  just  not  the  most  con¬ 
venient  ones.  For  example,  it's  a  mere  320-mile  flight  to  use 

another  area  that's  already  designated  an  SOA  and  unpopulated. 
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They  also  have  SOA  areas  over  Dugway ,  They  would  have  to  coordjn- 
ate  their  air-to-air  sorties  with,  air-to-ground  sorties.  They  also 
mention  that  it  would  be  bad  for  the  morale  of  personnel  if  they 
had'  to  be  transported  to  other  areas  for  this  kind  of  training, 
Kell,  1  submit  that  we  have  morales  too,  even  as  unaware  of  modern 
civilisation  that  they  deem  us  to  be,  1  feel  like  the  man  in  the 
bathtub  in  an  apparent  disarray,  everything  upturned,  dogs  and  cats 
all  over  the  place,  and  he  says,  above  the  surface  I  may  appear 
calm  but  underneath  I'm  paddling  like  hell, 

Ke  all  live  our  lives  a  little  bit  in  quiet  desperation 
and  I  prefer  quiet  desperation  to  noisy  desperation. 

Summary,  one  paragraph.  If  you  want  high  blood  pressure, 
bearing  loss,  arithmic  heartbeat,  peptic  ulcers,  arthritis,  pre- 
rat  are  aging,  and  a  nervous  tic  to  boot,  then  do  nothing.  If  you 
don’t  w .in i  these  things,  make  some  noise.  V.rite  to  your  congress- 
ju.»ji,  each  vi'  the-.,  darn,  hatch,  Marriott,  Hansen,  tell  them 
th..rihs  for  the  attention  and  ask  them  that  you  really  don't  think 
t  i  ■ :  Uie  is  ii.  quite  the  nest  tone,  and  ask  if  They  just  can't 

m..ke  this  bad  jo.e  go  away.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari;  Thank  you  Mr  Keber.  Mr  Bateman  -  Mr 
Kyle  I'at email. 

Mr  Kyle  Bateman:  I'm  Kyle  Bateman,  1  live  here  in  the 
valley,  I'm  a  rancher  and  1  drive  the  school  bus  here  in  the 
valley,  and  as  1  was  driving  down  the  road,  I  was  late  because  I 
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had  to  take  the  kids  home  and  v.c  did  hear  that  sonic  boom  coming 


down  the  highway,  about  40  n^e?  an  hour  in  our  truck,  after  I'd 
taken  the  kids,  and  1  would  just  like  to  assure  that  Hill  Air  Force 
Base  that  that  is  nothing  like  wo  have  already  experienced.  That  - 
]  don't  even  know  if  some  of  the  parents  are  aware  of  this  but  - 
and  1  can't  give  you  the  date,  but  you  have  a  record  of  it  because 
partial  retribution  was  made  to  a  ranch  for  damages  that  were 
suffered,  and  so  you,  I'm  sure  keep  a  record  of  that,  I  can't  tell 
you  the  exact  date.  We  might  have  it  but  1  don’t  have  it  with  me 
today.  But  theTc  was  a  --  ]  experienced  a  sonic  boom  in  our  yard 
and  it's  really  like  having  someone  drop  dynamite.  I've  never  had 
somebody  drop  dynamite  to  the  side  of  me,  but  -  well,  like  1  would 
imagine  :t  would  be  -  and  my  dad  had  been  in  the  service  and  he  - 
it  shocked  him.  It  kind  of  put  you  in  kind  of  a  shock,  But  that 
day  it  blew  out  windows,  it  knocked  a  wall  away  and  some  of  the 
wall  fell  down  from  the  foundation.  The  wall  fell  away,  I  got 
pictures  of  it,  We  drd  put  in  claims  and  that's  the  reason  I 
know  that  they  have  a  r.cord  of  it  because  we  did  put  in  claims 
and  they  did  make  partial  retribution  for  that. 

That  same  day  row  -  3  can't  tell  you  whether  school  was  in 
session  or  not  because  I  can't  remena^r,  But  we  did  go  over  to 
Hie  school ,  It  was  after  class  time  so  1  can't  remember,  I'd  have 
to  look  it  up  to  knov  the  exact  date.  Had  that  plane  been  coming 
lion,  the  opposite  direction,  all  those  gTeat  big  -  and  I  believe 
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they  are  four  by  four  windows  -  would  have  fallen  upon  the  kids, 

Now,  I'm  saying,  had  they  been  in  class.  J  don’t  know  whether  they 
were  in  class.  I  can't  do  that  because  1  don't  have  the  exact  date, 
j  couldn't  look  it  bach  and  backdate  it.  Also,  that  day,  plaster 
was  cracked  from  between  the  bricks.  It  fell  out  on  the  floor.  It 
was  right  there  as  plain  as  day.  You  could  see  it.  There's  cracks 
j n  the  schooihousc  walls.  The  teacher  -  1  tried  to  get  the  teacher 
to  make  a  complaint.  Ke  got  the  papers  and  surrounding  neighbors 
to  make  complaints  and  as  far  as  1  know  we  were  the  only  ones  that 
sent  in,  I  even  sketched  windows  for  some  of  my  neighbors.  And  it 
isn't  that  Ihey  aren't  concerned.  They  are  concerned  but  they  do 
feel  that  it  doesn't  do  any  good.  That's  the  comment  I  got  from 
most  of  tnem.  Well,  why  do  it.  They  just  keep  on  doing  it.  And 
1  didn't  know  that  we  were  set  -  it  had  been  already  a  corridor 
because  we've  been  experiencing  This  for  quite  awhile. 

Also,  as  1  drive  the  school  bus  down,  and  1  expect  That  - 
I  would  imagine  -  1  would  estimate  that  plant  was  maybe  three  to 
live  hundred  ioci  above  us  in  our  yard.  And  also,  1  think  another  1 
very  dangerous  thing  -  and  I  stand  to  be  corrected  -  since  1979 
is  t  here  36  that  have  crashed? 

Colonel  C.asar i  :  If  you're  addressing  that  to  me  six,  1 
cannot  answer  it,  I  don't  know  the  answer. 

Mr  Bateman:  ]  believe  my  uncle  checked  that  out  and  it;  was 
39  and  he  added  one  because  of  the  one  that  happened  the  other  day. 
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Hey,  four  years.  That  isn't  very  much,  If  one  of  them  lands  in 
my  yard  down  there  and  it's  going  to  wreck  our  homes,  our  ranch, 
our  corrals,  and  everything.  And  we  aren't  stretching  that.  We 
aren't  -  because  these  tilings  do  happen, 

1  was  just  talking  to  a  neighbor  before  coining  up  here 
and  this  summer,  hauling  hay,  it  wasn't  that  the  sonic  booms  were 
so  annoying,  he  had  to  quit  hauling  hay.  He  was  trying  to  pack  it 
in  tight  enough  to  make  it  stand  and  so  that  the  weather  would  be 
decent.  And  they  kept  buzzing  him  until  they  annoyed  him  that  he 
had  to  quit  hauling  his  hay  that  day.  And  he  is  here  so  --  and 
that  w.:>-'  just  this  summer.  There  is  22  children  in  the  school 
down  here  and  1  think  that  they  deserve  just  as  much  Tespect  and 
the  safety  that  the  ones  in  town  deserve.  And  then  there  is  also 
a  bus  that  runs  to  Wer.dover.  1  have  also  been  buzzed  while  driving 
my  bus  up  here  on  the  reservation  -  between  the  reservation  and 
down  here  -  with  a  busload  of  kids,  and  it  true.  For  a  moment, 
you  do  lose  control.  1  hope  not  very  long  because  I’m  responsible 
for  those  20  lives  on  the  bus,  that  ride  my  bus.  And  so  1  don't 
appreciate  that. 

Colonel  Casar i :  Mr  Bateman,  may  1  ask  you  to  sum  up 

p  1  c  a  s  o  ? 

Mr  Bateman:  Yes  I  will.  I'm  going  to  read  this  part. 

The  Draft  environmental  Impact  Statement  states,  "The  proposed 
expansion  area  is  sparsely  settled  with  only  about  350  people 
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living  there."  The  fact  is  that  over  200  of  these  people  live  in 
the  Deep  Creek  Valley  which  is  a  fact  that  the  DFIS  fails  to  recog¬ 
nize  -which  we  feel  is  very  significant.  Also,  there  is  a  school - 
house  in  the  valley  attended  by  the  children.  We  feel  that  this 
fact  alone  should  force  reconsideration  of  the  proposal.  The  high 
density  of  the  aircraft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  concentra¬ 
tion  of  people  poses  a  very  significant  safety  problem.  Fighter 
aircraft  do  crash,  and  like  1  said,  1  believe  that  was  36  since 
1979,  It  is  inconceivable  how  the  Ait  Force  can  ignore  this  fact 
and  continue  with  their  present  plan  which  will  expose  the  people 
and  school  children  in  the  valley  to  this  unacceptable  hazard. 
Another  point,  that  should  be  considered  is  the  statement  in  the 
Dl.IS  that  only  12  percent  of  the  people,  and  1  believe  that  1 
looked  that  up  just  before  coming  here,  and  it  says  12  percent  of 
the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be  highly  annoyed  oy  the  sonic 
booms.  And  1  believe  this  is  an  error.  This  is  completely  in 
error  and  unrealistic.  In  fact,  this  number  should  be  nearly 
100  percent.  Our  family  has  conducted  an  informal  survey  and  has 
determined  that  all  of  the  people  were  strongly  against  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  very  concerned  with  the  low-flying  aircraft  and  sonic 
booms . 

According  to  published  maps,  the  Dietricli  Valley  is  not 
included  in  the  cuirent  areas,  yet  the  Air  Force  has  been  using 
this  airspace  for  subsonic  and  supersonic  flights  for  a  number  of 
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years  in  violation  of  current  rules  and  regulations.  As  a  result, 
we,  and  other  people  living  in  the  valley,  are  very  familiar  with 
the  impact  of  training  flights  and  sonic  booms.  The  predicted  38 
sonic  booms  per  day,  or  five  per  hour,  is  totally  unacceptable. 

The  ones  now  being  experienced  are  causing  enough  problems  for 
school  children,  people  and  livestock. 

Subsonic  flights  at  low  altitude  are  a  common  occurrence. 
The  actions  of  fighter  pilots  seem  to  indicate  they  axe  using 
ranch  houses,  ranch  buildings,  people,  and  livestock  for  practice 
strafing  runs.  Experiences  of  members  of  the  Parish  families  can 
attest  to  this  fact.  Objections  to  these  flights  have  been  made  to 
Hill  Air  force  Base  but  no  action  has  been  taken.  It  would  appear 
that  the  Air  Force  has  little  respect  for  established  boundaries 
and  little  concern  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  Peep  Creek  Valley, 
From  past  experiences,  we  believe  it  is  quite  evident  that  if  this 
valley  is  included  in  the  proposed  training  area,  the  impact  on 
the  valley  would  be  devastating.  Property  damage  has  also  been 
experienced  in  the  valley  and  it  is  certain  that  if  the  plan  is 
approved,  much  more  can  be  expected.  Our  family  has  made  a  claim 
for  property  damages  which  has  been  paid,  in  part.  No  one,  and  I 
repeat  no  one  can  deny  that  property  values  will  be  significantly 
reduced  if  the  Air  Force  plan  is  approved.  Sale  of  ranch  land  and 
grazing  land  will  be  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  unless  the 
asking  price  is  substantially  reduced.  Why  should  the  land  owners 
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in  the  valley  be  so  penalized?  What,  if  any,  recourse  do  they  have? 

The  statement  in  the  DEIS,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effects 
on  humans  and  no  significant  problems  for  domestic  or  wild  animals, 
is  incorrect.  And  1  say,  do  wc  have  to  be  the  guinea  pigs  to  prove 
(  that,  maybe  in  twenty  years,  yeah,  it  does  affect  humans.  I  don't 

think  that  we  should  be  jeopardized. 

One  only  needs  to  observe  the  reaction  of  grazing  cattle 
as  to  low-flying  aircraft  and  to  sonic  booms  to  know  how  wrong  this 
is.  Just  ask  any  rancher  or  his  family  when  they're  subjected  to 
the  conditions  of  the  training  flights.  It  should  also  be  noted 
in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  are  being  considered  for  a  wilderness 
area . 

And  this  is  in  conclusion.  It  is  quite  evident  that  to 
include  the  Deep  Creek  Valley,  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains,  and  the 
Nevada  hills  to  the  west  in  this  proposed  training  area  and  .in  the 
south,  is  wrong,  as  it  would  be  very  detrimental  to  the  ranchers, 
their  families,  the  Indians,  the  reservation,  livestock,  wildlife, 
and  the  wilderness  study  area  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains.  In  the 
face  of  the  facts  previously  stated,  it  is  very  hard  to  understand 
how  the  Air  Force  can  continue  to  seriously  consider  including 
'  Deep  Creek  Valley  and  adjoining  lands  in  the  restricted  area  for 

high  density  fighter  aircraft  training.  We  therefore  request  that 
the  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  the  restricted  training  area, 
withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed  training  area,  and  exercise 
one  of  their  stated  options  for  more  suitable  area.  And  I  thank 
you  for  this  time. 
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Colonel  Casari :  Tnank  you  Mr  Bateman,  Ladies  and  gentle¬ 


men,  unless  there  is  strong  objection.  I'm  going  to  propose  a  five- 
minute  recess  so  that,  you  may  get  up  and  move  around  and  restore 
your  circulation.  We’re  in  recess  for  five  minutes. 


Hearing  recessed  at  1640  and  reconvened 
at  1645. 


Colonel  Casari :  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  in  order  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  matter,  and  I've  shown  that  I've  been  flexible  in  trying 
to  permit  you  to  say  what  you  wish  to  say.  What  I'm  going  to  do 
is  give  you  warning  at  three  minutes  which  will  permit  you  to  begin 
your  summary  and  perraps  we  can  conclude  at  a  reasonable  hour. 

Mrs  Phyllis  Bateman. 


Mrs  Phyllis  Bateman;  I've  written  my  comments  in  the  name 
of  Rac  and  Phyllis  Bateman,  Kyle  and  Ranae  Bateman  of  the  Parish 
Ranch.  But  this  is  for  all  the  people  in  this  area  cause  I  love 
them  all  and  we're  all  very  closely  associated. 

We,  the  above  named  ranch  owners  and  Xbapah  residents  of 
long  standing,  want  it  known  we  stTongly  and  absolutely  oppose  the 
Air  Force  Proposal  to  increase  restricted  airspace  along  the  Utah'1 
Nevada  border  for  supersonic  flights  and  training  space  for  F-16 
fightc-r  pianos  of  the  3o8th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  of  Hill  Air 
Force  Base  and  other  supersonic  jets. 

The  airspace  being  sought  for  expansion  of  supersonic 
flights  and  air-to-air  combat  training  overlies  western  portions 
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of  Tooele,  Juab,  and  Millard  counties  in  Utah  and  eastern  portions 
of  HUo  and  White  Pine  counties  in  Nevada,  This  completely  takes 
in  the  Ibapah  ranching  district,  its  grazing  properties,  the  Cosiut 
indian  Reservation,  and  the  proposed  Deep  Creek  Mountain  tide:  i.s: 
Area,  Our  ranches  and  our  other  properties  in  ibapah  Valley  are 
included  in  the  proposed  restricted  area,  along  with  twenty -five 
neighboring  ranches,  and  at  least  twenty  additional  homes,  Witvin 
the  boundaries  of  Ibapah,  we  have  200  people  living  in  close  prozCm 
ity  and  a  total  of  350  people  living  within  the  proposed  area. 

The  Craft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  fails  to  recognize  that 
the  people  of  Ibapah  live  in  a  closely  populated  area,  not  sparse!; 
settled  as  stated.  We  need  to  be  recognized  and  taken  into  conside 
tion  on  this  proposal  as  we  are  the  ones  who  will  be  adversely 
affected.  The  safety  and  welfare  of  the  people  of  Ibapah  have  bee- 
of  little  concern  to  the  military.  We  are  law  abiding  citizens  c 
these,  our  United  States,  and  we  demand  consideration.  The  Air 
Force  has  little  respect  for  established  boundaries  and  little 
concern  for  Ibapah  residents. 

Low-flying  jets  arc  hazardous  and  sonic  booms  do  destroy. 
Low-flying  jets  mean  when  you  can  hear  the  metal  clang  above  the 
jets  roar,  see  the  flash  of  identification  numbers  beneath  the 
plane,  see  the  treetops  above  the  low-flying  jet,  hear  the  loud 
roar  above  you  as  you  drive  your  automobile  down  the  road,  and 
you  automatically  duck  or  sometimes  run  out  of  the  road,  practi¬ 
cally  fall  off  your  tractor  or  horse  as  they  fly  directly  above- 
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you  -  or  fly  just  over  you  -  over  the  brink  of  a  hill,  etc,  The 
lighter  pilots  seem  to  use  our  ranch  houses  and  buildings  of  valley 
residents  themselves,  and  our  livestock,  for  experimental  runs, 
realistic  gunnery  practice  and  supersonic  attacks,  Instead  of 
being  shell  shocked,  we  will  be  jet  shocked  from  intensified  jet 
action. 

* 

Colonel  Casari:  Two  minutes. 


in 

O) 


Mrs  Bateman:  The  noise,  as  well  as  the  concussion  of  the 
supersonic  booms  will  annoy  area  people  about  100  percent,  rather 
than  the  statement  of  the  DEIS  that  only  12  percent  of  the  people 
living  in  the  area  would  be  highly  annoyed.  All  the  Jbapah  resi¬ 
dents  are  strongly  against  this  proposal  as  we  have  already 
experienced  damaging  and  explosive  sonic  booms  and  frightening 
roars  of  unexpected  low-flying  jets.  In  the  hands  of  youthful 
pilots,  these  jets  are  an  instrument  of  scare  and  frightening 
tactics  for  the  purpose  of  amusement  in  their  behalf  because  of 
our  startled  reactions,  With  the  intensifying  of  training  flights 
and  the  predicted  1,050  monthly  sonic  booms  from  T’-lb  fighter  war¬ 
time  tactics*  we  will  be  blasted  out  of  existence.  If  noise  from 
low-flying  jets  and  sonic  booms  are  not  detrimental,  why  do  babies 
cringe  and  cling  xo  theiT  mother."  at  the  sound  of  a  jet?  Why  do 
unborn  babies  quiver  and  jump  within  the  mother  at  jet  approach? 
Why  do  people  jump  and  watch  in  angered  anticipation  as  they  watcli 
for  the  jet’s  return  or  for  the  second  jet?  Why  do  grazing  cattle 
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stampede  to  the  closest  fence  at  the  noi$e  of  a  sonic  boom?  Human 
beings  and  animals  alike  become  unnerved  and  can  no  longer  function 
properly  because  of  the  loud  booming  concussion  of  an  expected  sonic 
boom  or  the  roar  of  the  low-flying  jet. 

No,  we  can  never  adjust  to  the  noise  of  the  sonic  boom  or 
the  low-flying  jets.  Property  damage  already  has  been  experienced 
by  valley  residents  of  broken  windows,  cracked  walls  of  homes  and 
buildings,  including  those  of  the  school  house,  broken  and  falling 
tile  and  plaster,  walls  crumbling  and  foundations  crocked.  With 
these  unstable  conditions,  the  value  of  oui  properties  will  drop 
to  nothing.  With  this  airspace  expansion,  the  high  density  of 
aircraft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  populated  area,  puts  our 
lives,  our  livelihood,  and  value  of  our  properties  in' jeopardy. 

In  conclusion,  we  have  shown  some  of  the  adverse  effects 
this  proposed  training  area  would  have  on  all  Ibapah  residents. 

Tne  ranchers  and  their  families,  the  Gosiute  Indians,  our  livestock 
and  our  homes.  Our  valley  will  no  longer  be  a  valley  of  production 
but  a  valley  of  destruction  if  this  proposal  takes  effect.  The 
recommendation  is  to  have  the  Air  Force  review  their  plans  for  the 
restricted  area  and  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed  train¬ 
ing  area.  The  military  should  consider  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action,  rather  han  subject  people  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Valley,  the  properties  cf  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  area,  and  the 
bordering  Nevada  west  hills,  to  the  devastating  effect  of  air-to- 
air  supersonic  combat  training  by  the  Hill  AiT  Force  Base  F-16 
Fighter  planes.  I  thank  you. 


CO 
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Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mrs  Bateman.  Mr  George  Douglas, 


Mr  George  Douglas:  I  live  on  the  other  side  of  the  mountain, 
Callao.  I'll  tend  to  be  brief,  I  think  it's  interesting  to  note 

t 

that  the  Nevada  Congressional  delegation  has  representatives  here 
but  1  don’t  see  any  congressional  representatives  from  the  State  of 
Utah  and  we're  meeting  in  Utah,  How  come  they  can't  bother  to  get 
someone  here  and  Nevada  people  can? 

(At  this  point,  it  was  pointed  out  to  Mr  Douglas  that 
there  was  a  contingent  of  congressional  people  from 
Utah  who  were  present  at  the  meeting.) 

I  feel  that  those  of  us  who  live  cut  here  already  put  up 
with  enough  harrassment  from  the  Aix  Force  on  this.  Over  where 
we  are,  we  have  cruise  missiles  crashing  in  around  us.  These  low- 
level  flights,  and  so  on,  and  I  just  want  to  go  on  the  record  that 
I’m  adamantly  opposed  to  any  increased  flights,  and  especially  this 
supersonic  stuff. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  sir.  Mr  Paul  Baker. 

Mr  Paul  Baker:  My  name  J.5  Paul  Baker.  Around  1673  - 

between  1873  *nd  1876,  -a  treaty  was  $6 jLgned  between  *he  whites  and 

\ 

the  Indians.  One  cf  'the  promises  *ras  *;hat  *hc  government  would 
leave  the  tribe  Alone  if  t:hey  lived  in  peac«.  Afe  Aave  lived  in 
peace  since  then.  «ow  «he  jgovernment  ijhas igone  back  on  its  word  - 
promises  and  word  by  wanting  to  use  our  reservation  as  part  of  the 
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testing  range.  The  government  is  wrong  by  telling  the  Air  Force  to 
extend  their  testing  range  over  the  Gosiute  Reservation  which  is 
part  of  the  valley.  The  Gosiute  Reservation  is  paTt  of  the  Ibapah 
Valley;  therefore,  1  am  against  the  AiT  Force  using  our  valley  for 
testing  their  jets  over  our  peaceful  valley,  I  believe  the  people 
feel  the  same  way  as  I  do.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mt  Bake-r,  Nr  Randy 
Freston,  1  believe  it  is. 

Nr  Randy  Freston:  My  name  is  Randy  Freston,  1  represent 
Juab  County,  The  Juab  County  Commission  asked  me  to  be  here. 
Yesterday,  we  attended  a  public  meeting  in  Callao  and,  at  that 
point,  the  commission  was  informed  that  this  meeting  was  being  held. 
The  Juab  County  Commission  would  like  to  go  on  record  stating  that 
they  have  received  no  notification  of  this  meeting  or  a  copy  of  the 
Environmental  impact  Analysis  at  this  time.  One  of  the  residents, 
Nr  Garland  of  Callao,  give  the  commission,  myself,  a  copy  of  this 
document  yesterday.  That  is  possibly  -a  lot  of  poor  communication 
on  our  part  as  a  county,  but  we  are  tacking  on  ’that  •document  at 
this  time,  The  County  Commission  masked  .me  To  'State  Thnt  they  ♦rill 
have  a  formal  statement  to  The  sGcryernOT Utah  tralHovember  3.2 ,  -and 
that  should  be  forthcoming  To  you  ■yriox  ^To  The  I6£h,  :1Ttiarik  you. 

Colonel  Casari;  Thank  you  «  It,  I  would  Hike  To  ^announce 
for  your  information,  that  Senator  Hatch,  Senator  Gam,  “end  Repre¬ 
sentative  Hansen  do  Have  representatives  who  *te  Here  observing 
these  proceedings  Today,  Nr  R,  bargen. 
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Mr  R.  Bargcn:  I’m  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  talk 
to  you.  I'll  be  very  brief  and  summarize  as  quickly  as  I  can,  a 
few  major  points. 

First  of  all,  I've  been  authorized  by  the  Executive  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Nevada  State  Medical  Association  to  publicly  state 
that  the  Nevada  State  Medical  Association,  representing  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  physicians  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  axe  totally  opposed  to 
both  the  concept  of  supersonic  operating  areas  over  inhabitated 
areas  of  -  certainly  not  opposed  in  any  vay  to  supersonic  training 
or  training  the  defense  forces  of  the  nation.  The  Nevada  State 
Medical  Association  is  opposed  on  the  basis  of  documented  and 
extrapolated  effects  on  the  health  and  welfare  of  human  beings. 
That's  the  main  concern,  * 

Now,  speaking  for  myself,  as  a  physician  and  a  pilot,  the 
proposal  at  hand  here  steins  from  a  proposal  generated  back  in  1977, 
The  first  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Morency 
Supersonic  Operating  Area  had  to  be  withdrawn  and  revised  under 
the  terms  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  because  it  was 
a  scientifically  meaningless  document.  The  revised  document  that 
came  out  of  Morency,  New  Mexico  is  this  document  {shoving  ^document) . 
Everything  that  you  have  in  your  document  for  this  DEIS  is  out  of 
the  documents  for  Valentine,  Texas  and  MOTency,  New  Mexico,  There's 
a  little  bit  that’s  pertinent  to  Nevada  irut  the  general  .concept 
certainly  has  been  developed  before,  and  everything  everyone  has 
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said  here  tonight  is  in  the  previous  document.  The  reason  the 
people  of  Morency  are  facing  the  F-1S  and  a  supersonic  operating 
area  over  theiT  country  is  because  the  F^15  was  taken  into  Hollo" 
man  Air  Force  Base  on  the  basis  of  a  beddown  statement  which 
stated  that  the  total  operations  of  the  FO.S  would  be  conducted 
over  White  Sands  Missile  Range,  unhabited  areas,  and  no  further 
areas  would  be  needed.  Their  Environmental  Impact  Statement  or 
the  draft,  states  that  due  to  increased  usage  of  White  Sands 
Missile  Range  due  to  other  defense-related  projects,  we  now  need 
to  expand  our  area. 

The  reason  the  F-16  went  into  Hill  Air  Force  Base  was  on 
the  basis  of  a  beddown  document  which  stated  they  would  conduct 
their  maneuvers  over  unhabited  areas.  The  reason  that  they  now 
want  this  area  is  on  the  basis  that  the  previous  areas  are  too 
busy  and  so  on  and  so  on. 

What  we're  faced  with  and  the  Navy?s  proposal  in  Central 
Nevada  is  a  need  by  the  military  to  conduct  certain  types  of 
operations  which,  unfortunately,  by  their  very  nature  result  in 
the  violation  of  certain  constitutional  rights  of  the  citizens  of 
this  country. 

Colonel  Casari:  Two  minutes. 

Mr  Bargen;  Unfortunately,  because  of  the  lack  of  response 
from  the  military,  people  who  consider  themselves  patriotic  axe 
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forced  to  defend  themselves  against  this  by  whatever  means  they 
can . 

i 

,  To  sum  up  a  lot,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ! 

for  Gandy  Supersonic  Operation  Area  is  a  scientifically  fraudu- 

o 

^  lent  document.  There's  no  question  about  it.  A  book  could  be 
written  about  this  document  and  it  should  be  thrown  out  and  a 
revised  statement  made  at  best. 

Secondly  of  all,  the  hearings  that  you  are  participating 
in  are  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA  of  1969.  That’s 
all.  You  should  not  expect  anymore,  and  unless  you’re  going  to 
do  something  else,  you  can  expect  these  areas  to  be  instigated. 

I'd  like  to  also  tell  you  that  -  some  of  you  know  we  have 
a  preliminary  injunction  pending  in  Federal  Court  in  Rene  fox 
Nevada.  An  amendment  was  recently  submitted  which  included  this 
area.  It  was  accepted  by  Judge  Thompson  so  that  if  that  case  is 
won,  the  question  becomes  moot.  In  other  words,  the  AiT  Force 
would  not  be  allowed  to  do  what  they  propose  to  do  here  regardless, 
Finally,  I  would  like  to  read  you  a  very  short  paragraph 
from  a  paper  done  by  Galloway,  who’s  quoted  in  this  document. 

There  are  far  too  many  things  to  say  here,  but  he  simply  says  that 
this  is  a  document.  Bolt,  BTannock,  and  Newman  Report  4952,  it's 

r'l 
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quoted  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  "The  effects 
on  People.  Where  weaningful  data  base  does  not  exist,  we  ere 
forced  to  comparisons  in  which  we  attempt  to  infer  equivalencies 
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in  environments  through  the  use  of  stimuli  descriptors  that  are 
expostulated  to  provide  equivalent  response  measures.  This  is 
largely  the  situation  for  human  response  to  sonic  booms.”  What 
he  means  is  that  we  know'  how  bad  it  is  now;  we  don’t  know  how 
bad  it’s  going  to  get.  And  this  is  William  Galloway,  a  very 
respected  person  who  is  instrumental  in  helping  design  the  super¬ 
sonic  operating  ellipsis  which  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  will  be 
using  for  attempting  these  projects. 

There’s  many  other  things  to  say,  but  that’s  fortunately  - 
unfortunately  all  1  have  to  say. 

Colonel  Casari  :  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  Mr  Milton 

Hardman. 


Mr  Milton  Hardman:  1  want  to  thank  the  Air  Force  for  this 
because  it  gave  me  a  chance  to  go  through  it.  I  would  like  to  go 
on  record  as  saying  that  I  feel  like  the  document  is  not  complete. 
Also,  I  think  there  has  been  some  deliberate  misleading  in  the 
document.  I’m  not  going  to  take  time  to  go  through  all  of  them. 

I  would  like  to  share  one  of  them.  It’s  on  page  29.  It’s  dealing 
with  the  population. 

It*s  quite  interesting  that  in  this  statement,  they  left 
out  Callao,  but  in  their  reason  not  to  use  Lucin,  they  incorporated 
Montello  and  Grouse  Creek  which  was  on  their  border.  You  know, 
when  you  add  two  cities,  that  changes  your  population  drastically. 
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Again,  many  things  have  already  been  said  that  1  don't 
need  to  repeat,  but  I  do  agree  with  that  which  has  been  said, 

As  far  as  this  Lucin  area  being  closer  and  cheaper  for  the  tax- 
payer  in  the  long  run.  Also,  it  is  even  less  populated  than  what 
we  are. 


\r 


I  don't  see  anything  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
that  tells  us  about  the  growth  of  the  area.  Are  they  aware  that 
Wendover  is  no  longer  a  thousand  people;  they're  pushing  two  thou- 

►Cw 

sand,  and  in  the  next  five  years,  they  plan  to  be  to  11,000?  The 
casinos  have  already  let  the  contracts  out,  they're  already  build¬ 
ing  the  foundations  of  several  of  'em.  It's  a  Teal  fact.  Even  though 
they're  not  in  the  main  corridor,  they  will  have  a  great  impact 
on  our  area  for  population. 

It  also,  in  the  Impact  Statement,  I  see  of  nothing  that 
tells  of  the  history  of  this  area,  I  don’t  propose  that  this 
would  ever  happen,  but  do  they  realize  that  this  valley  has  had 
anywhere  from  two  to  four  thousand  people  in  it?  All  you'd  have 
to  do  is  get  gold  up  to  $800  an  ounce  again.  Vegetation.  In  the 
statement  it  says  nothing  that  there's  any  crops  out  here.  Some¬ 
where  along  the  line  I  guess  they've  missed  -  I've  got  over  400 
acres  under  cultivation  now.  They  say  that  -  it  also  states  that 
our  crops,  as  far  as  the  State  of  Utah  are  concerned,  are  unimportant, 
and  1  think  that's  quite  a  statement  to  make.  We  raise  quite  a  few 
cows  around  here.  It  also  says  in  the  statement  that  we  are  domi- 
riant  sheep.  Maybe  we  are,  Maybe  the  cattlemen  can  set  me  straight. 
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but  it  seems  to  me  I  see  more  cows  than  sheep.  They  talk  about 
these  items.  They  also  misinterpret,  and  they  have  made  a  mistake 
in  here.  They  call  the  city  of  Ibapah  "Goshute."  If  they  had  ci 
Icon 'out  here  doing  this  physically,  I  don't  think  the 
would  have  entered  into  the  document.  They  talk  about  the  golden 
eagle  and  the  bald  eagle.  At  low  level  flights  that  they  do  over 
my  house,  I  am  surprised  you  don’t  have  more  accidents  picking  up 

eagles  in  your  intakes. 


Colonel  CasaTi:  Two  minutes. 

Mr  Hardman:  I  want  to  go  on  Tecord  to  say  that  the  time 
that  1  have  lived  here,  they  have  come  within  30  to  40  feet  of  the 
cedars  that  arc  on  my  hill;  they  have  had  to  swing  up  so  that  they 
do  not  hit  my  power  lines  that  go  to  my  pumps  which  are  50  feet  off 
the  ground.  The  Air  Force  themselves,  teach  us  that  when  a  guy 
working  on  a  piece  of  equipment,  the  last  thing  you  do  is  to  go  up 
and  to  clap  your  hands,  make  a  loud  noise,  ox  startle  the  man. 
.That's  how  fingers  are  lost,  and  having  lost  my  finger  befoTe, 
appreciate  this  safety  rule.  If  you  are  working  on  a  piece  of 
equipment  and  a  sonic  boom  or  a  fast-moving  aircraft  comes  at  a 
low  elevation,  if  your  head’s  under  something,  you  get  an  awful 
sore  head.  If  you  happen  to  be  working  next  to  a  piece  of  equip¬ 
ment  that's  operating,  an  am,  a  leg,  ox  etc.,  could  be  lost 
extremely  easy.  We  are  in  an  area  that  we  do  deal  with  machinery. 
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It's  not  a  safe  factor.  It  doesn't  say  anything  about  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  increased  farming  in  the  area.  I  have  talked  to  many 

people  who  have  big  ideas,  hopes  that  they  can  go  into  farming  into 
large  acreage.  We're  not  talking  in  the  hundreds  but  in  the  > 

thousands.  If  this  occurs,  wc  do  have  plenty  of  water;  we  have 

plenty  of  good  ground;  it's  a  possibility.  Here  again,  affecting 

the  future,  and  I  see  nothing  in  the  statement  that  talks  about  it. 

I  would  like  to  also  reiterate  the  fact  of  school  kids, 

My  kids  go  to  school,  Everytfme  there's  a  sonic  boom  -  boy  I  just 
loved  that  when  I  was  in  school.  You  got  another  IS  ox  20  minutes 
of  school  that  you  didn't  have  to  pay  attention  to  the  teacher 
j  while  you  settled  down.  If  they  constantly  happen,  I  do  think  that 
I  it  would  inhibit  the  education  of  my  children  in  the  school. 

It  also  states  in  here  that  they  have  not  made  any  studies 
on  the  human  effect.  How  can  we  go  ahead  with  a  project  with  no 
long-term  studies  of  what  it  can  effect  in  the  human  responsibility. 

I 

i 

For  example,  we're  just  now,  many,  many  years  later,  finding  otit 
what  radiation  can  do.  Many  years  down  the  line,  what  is  sonic 
booms  going  to  create?  Are  we  going  to  have  a  mass  of  people  that 
are  shell  shocked?  1  think  that  the  study's  got  to  go  first.  It 
seems  to  me  like  it's  incomplete  and  I  would  like  to  find  the 
truth  of  the  matter  out  before  anything  takes  place. 

It  talks  about  here,  as  far  as  studies  regarding  land  area 
and  masses,  and  the  importance  of  the  ground.  It  so  states  that 
our  ground  out  here  is  unimportant,  I  would  like  to  have  them 
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know  that  ten  yeaTs  ago  it  took  eight  acres  -  or  we  had  eight 
acres  to  feed  a  person,  we  are  down  now  to  just  a  little  over  four 
acres  to  feed  a  person.  If  we  keep  going  and  we  keep  consuming 

f 

farmland,  we're  going  to  be  in  trouble  as  a  group,  or  as  a  nation, 
and  it'll  be  far  more  serious  than  just  the  sake  of  a  impact  state¬ 
ment.  We  need  to  look  at  the  future. 

1  want  to  thank  you  for  your  time, 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  Commissioner 
Stromberg,  would  you  wish  to  address  some  remarks  t.o  the  group? 

Mr  Charles  Stromberg:  Commissioner  Charles  Stromberg, 
Chairman  of  the  Tooele  County  Commission,  I'd  like  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  that  the  commissioners  have  received  a  petition  signed  by  the 
people  of  Ibapah  and  Callao  in  this  area,  and  we  strongly  endorse 
that  petition  which  is  against  the  development  of  this  new  area,  and 
1  just  want  to  say  that  I  hope  that  when  we,  on  county  government, 
hold  a  public  hearing,  we  hold  the  public  hearing  to  get  the  input 
of  the  people  and  we  make  our  judgment  on  what  we  find  at  that 
hearing,  and  I  sure  hope  that  the  judgment  is  going  to  be  made  on 
what  they  hear  from  the  public  in  this  hearing,  and  also  the  one 
at  HI/,  And  I  still  want  to  stress  that  3  think  that  Air  Force  - 
maybe  their  words  speak  louder  than  their  actions  because  if  you 
hear  them  today  that  they  don't  make  low-level  flights  -  and  I've 
known  many  people  out  here  in  Ibapah  for  many  years,  and  1  know 
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they  don’t  lie.  They're  a  high  caliber  of  people  and  they  tell 
me  of  experiences  that  they've  almost  had  to  jump  off  their 
horses  in  order  to  keep  from  being  hit,  that  they  come  in  so  low. 
And  1  think  that  the  people  here  don't  trust  the  Air  Force  or  a 
lot  of  the  military  people  and  1  think  that's  one  reason  why  you’re 
getting  so  many  negative  comments  is  because,  1  think  the  actions 
has  been  speaking  louder  than  their  words  and  so  1  want  you  to 
know  that  Tooele  County  Commission  is  wholeheartedly  endorsing 
the  petition  that's  against  this  expansion. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  Commissioner.  1  have  asked  to 
speak  all  those  who  have  previously  registered.  Now  1  know  we're 
past  the  time  but  I  don't  want  to  prevent  anybody  who  may  have  not 
registered  to  speak  from  having  that  opportunity.  So  1  would  ask, 
is  there  anybody  else  who  has  not  registered  and  has  not  spoken 
who  would  wish  to  speak? 

Yes  ma'am,  in  the  back  of  the  room.  (Her  comment  was 
unintelligible.)  Certainly  you  may.  Would  you  come  to  the  front, 
if  you  would,  identify  yourself  for  the  record? 

Deann  Harris:  Yes.  My  name  is  Beann  Harris  and  we  live 
in  what's  called  Uvada.  If  this  is  Ibapah,  then  we  live  right: 
here  (indicating  on  the  map),  right  on  the  Utah/Nevada  border. 
There's  four  ranches  there.  Also,  down  here,  past  Callao,  there's 
Trout  Creek,  Partone,  and  Gandy,  and  there's  not  any  representa¬ 
tives  here  from  those  people  because  it's  too  far  to  travel,  school 
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was  in  session.  There's  no  school  mentioned  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Study  in  that  area.  There's  not  any  mention  of  a  lot  of 
people  living  in  here.  We  have  120  1  know  for  sure,  .if  not  140 
people,  not  counting  Callao  and  not  counting  lbapah,  Just  in  this 
area,  Gandy  people  said,  "Oh,  it  won't  bother  us.  We're  not 
included  in  it."  1  said,  "Do  you  know  what  it's  called?  It's 
called  "Gandy"  whatever.  Supersonic  aiTspace  or  whatever  you  want 
to  say,  and  the  people  soon  come  to  realize  it  wasn't  brought  up; 
people  didn't  know  this  was  going  on.  They  didn't  know  it's  going 
to  affect  them.  But  everybody  can't  solve  what  they're  doin'  to 
come  here  and  voice  their  opinion.  But  1  know,  personally,  we 
have  been  working  as  a  community  to  write  to  our  senators,  our 
congressmen,  our  representative,  letting  the  people  know  we  are 
concerned,  Wc'vc  only  lived  out  here  two  years,  but  we're  buying 
a  ranch.  What,  if  ever,  we  have  to  sell  that  ranch?  What' re  we 
going  to  do?  Our  ground  will  be  worthless.  We  had  visitors  in 
the  summer  come,  little  kids  from  Arizona,  and  it  was  one  week 
that  it  leaked  out  that  the  Air  Force  was  going  to  have  a  testing 
in  that  area.  We  was  at  a  reunion  and  my  husband  heaxd  it  from 
someone  and  it  passed  out  -  anyway,  during  that  whole  week  they 
were  having  their  testing  flights.  These  little  kids  would  hold 
their  ears  and  scream  and  run  and  cry.  This  is  subsupersonic 
stuff  we're  experiencing  now.  What's  going  to  happen  when  it 
becomes  supersonic?  All  I'm  saying  is  as  I'm  an  individual,  my 
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iamily's  importani  to  mo,  the  place  1  live  is  important  to  me.  And 

maybe  I'm  not  a  high  official  and  an  important  person  in  the  city, 

but  I  matter.  And  1  hope  that  they'll  rcalixe  that  the  people  out 
¥ 

here  care,  and  we  hope  that  you'll  see,  even  though  it  isn’t  a 
populated  area,  we  choose  to  live  out  here.  It's  a  beautiful 
country.  To  he  able  to  look  out  and  see  deer  and  antelope,  hear 
the  coyote  at  night  howling  in  your  bach  yard,  to  see  the  vegeta¬ 
tion  and  the  beautiful  wild  flowers,  to  hear  the  calm,  peaceful 
feeling  and  then,  all  of  a  sudden,  have  a  boom  hitcha.  We  take 
it  now,  what's  goin'  on.  That's  we  have  to  take.  But  please, 
hear  our  cries,  hear  our  voices.  We  don't  want  anymore.  Thank 
you . 

Colonel  Casarj:  Thank  you  Mrs  Harris.  Is  there  anyone 
else  who  has  not  spoken  who  wishes  to  speak?  Apparently  not. 

Permit  me  to  thank  the  people  of  lbapah  for  permitting  us  to  use 
these  facilities  and  particularly  to  Mr  Steele,  who  went  to  such 
efforts  to  help  us  set  up.  Thank  you  also  to  all  of  you  for  your 
courtesy  in  helping  us  to  conclude  at  a  reasonable  hour.  The 
meeting  will  adjourn. 

Excuse  me,  I  might  announce  to  you  once  again,  as  a 
reminder,  that  you  have  until  the  16th  of  December  to  get  your 
comments,  any  written  comments  you  may  wish  to  submit,  to  get  those 
in  by  that  date.  Thank  you. 

Hearing  adjourned  at  1725. 
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The  hearing  at  Illy,  Nevada  commenced  at  1910,  30  November  1983. 

Colonel  Casari:  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

First,  if  1  may  intrude  just  a  bit  on  your  time,  may  1  say  that 
people  of  lily  and  environs  can  he  justly  pi  oud  of  the  line 
facility  in  which  we're  fortunate  to  meet  this  evening, 

A  welcome  to  this,  the  second  of  three  scheduled  public 
hearings  on  the  Draft  Env  i  ronment  al  Impact  Statement  on  the 
proposed  establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent 
restricted  airspace  as  an  area  of  supersonic  flight  training. 

Now,  hereafter.  I'll  refer  to  this  matter  simply  as  the  super- 
scnic  flight  training  proposal  for  easier  reference. 

1  am  Colonel  Guido  Casari  and  1  am  an  Air  Force  Trial 
Judge  stationed  at  Travis  Air  Force  Ease,  California.  My  sole 
purpose  here,  my  role,  is  simply  to  conduct  this  hearing,  to 
maintain  a  faiT  and  orderly  procedure,  and  to  insure  that  the 
time  limits  are  followed  as  closely  as  reasonably  possible.  1 
have  not  been  involved  in  the  development  of  the  supersonic 
flight  training  proposal  or  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  that  proposal,  and  I  will  not  be  making  any  recom¬ 
mendations  or  decisions  concerning  the  proposal. 

Now  first  on  the  agenda  this  evening  is  an  explanation 
of  the  supersonic  flight  training  proposal  and  the  Draft  Statement. 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Joseph  Winsett,  the  Briefing  Team  Chief,  will 
introduce  the  briefing  and  the  two  other  briefers,  Mr  Larry  Davis 
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and  Mr  Keith  Davis.  l'cl] owing  this  presentation,  statements  and 
comments  from  government  officials  will  be  received.  The  order 
of  speakers  will  be  elected  officials  first,  or  those  representing 
elected  officials,  followed  by  official  representatives  of  federal, 
state,  and  local  government  agencies,  if  any.  Statements  and  com¬ 
ments  or  questions  from  the  public  will  then  be  accepted.  All 
speakers  aTc  asked  to  limit  their  comments,  statements,  or  ques¬ 
tions  to  five  minutes  so  as  to  permit  as  many  as  possible  of  those 
who  wish  to  speak  this  evening  to  do  so;  that  is,  within  the  pro¬ 
jected  two  hours  of  the  meeting,  1  will  give  an  oral  warning  when 
the  speaker  has  two  minutes  remaining  to  permit  him  to  sum  up.  In 
certain  instances  where  1  know  the  length  of  the  statement,  I  will 
not  do  so  and  1  will  not  do  so  for  public  elected  officials. 

Now  to  give  equal  opportunity  for  all  attendees  to  speak, 
we  requested  before  the  meeting  that  those  wishing  to  speak  fill 
out  a  card  which  is  available  at  the  table  to  the  rear  of  the 
auditorium  to  my  right  -  to  my  left,  1  beg  your  pardon.  If  you 
have  not  already  done  so  and  wish  to  do  so,  you  may  do  so  now. 
Speakers  will  be  recognized  from  the  floor  only  if  time  permits, 
and  alter  all  those  registering  to  speak  through  filling  out  a 
card,  have  had  an  opportunity  to  do  so.  If  time  does  not  permit 
you  the  chance  to  speak,  and  1  will  strive  to  avoid  that,  you 
may  certainly  submit  written  comments  or  statements.  This  may 
he  done  by  presenting  such  documents  to  me  or  to  Mr  Murdock  who 
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is  assisting  at  registration  who  is  standing  at  the  rear  of  the 
room  at  the  registration  table  at  the  present  time,  or  by  mailing 
them  the  following  address  at  Wright -Patterson  Air  Force  Base: 

HQ  APl.C/niPY 

Wr  i  ght  -  Pal  t  erson  APB  01)  45433 

and,  of  course,  3  would  he  pleased  to  provide  any  of  you  who  wish 
that  address  to  you  individually.  Now  you  have  until  16  December 
1983  to  get  your  written  comments  in.  That  date  also  marks  the 
closing  of  public  comments  on  the  Draft  Knvi ronment al  Statement. 

Wo  have  a  tape  recording  system  in  place,  A  verbatim 
transcript  of  the  entire  hearing  will  be  made.  Now  to  insure  that 
your  comments  are  recorded,  it  is  essential  that  you  speak  directly 
into  the  microphone  which  is  located  at  center  of  the  auditorium 
in  front  of  the  stage. 

Any  question  asked,  or  comment  or  statement  made  during 
this  hearing  will  be  formally  considered  and  addressed  in  a  final 
hnv i ronment al  Impact  Statement.  Even  if  your  questions  or  observa¬ 
tions  cannot  be  or  are  not  responded  to  here  tonight,  you  may  rest 
assured  they  will  be  addressed. 

I  am  privileged  to  note  of  the  presence  at  this  meeting 
of  Congresswoman  Barbara  Vucanovich  and  of  representatives  of  the 
congressional  delegations  of  the  states  of  Nevada  and  Utah,  Many 
have  traveled  here  from  Washington  DC  for  this  hearing.  I’m  ,j!so 


privileged  to  note  the  presence  at  this  meeting  of  Miss  Linda  A, 
Ryan,  Director,  State  Office  of  Community  Services,  State  of  Nevada, 
represent ing  your  governor,  Richard  Bryan.  And  I'm  also  pleased  to 
recognize  the  presence  here  of  Mr  Brent  Eldridge,  Chairman  of  the 
White  Dine  County  Commission,  who  will  be  speaking  i3tex  but  will 
he  speaking  solely  as  a  private  citizen  and  not  in  behalf  of  the 
county.  1  also  note  the  presence  here  of  Dr  J.K,  Jones,  Vice- 
Chairman,  White  Pine  County  Commission,  who  will  be  addressing  you 
formally  for  the  county.  And  also,  we  would  wish  to  note  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  Mr  Wayne  Cameron,  a  Commissioner  of  White  Pine  County. 

We  welcome  all  those  whom  1  mentioned  and  all  of  you  to 
this  meet ing . 

And  finally,  one  admini strat  Lve  matteT,  I'm  asked  to 
announce  that  this  is  a  public  meeting.  Smoking  is  permitted  only 
in  the  lobby. 

Colonel  Winsett, 

I.tCol  Joseph  Winsett:  Thank  you  Colonel  Casari.  Good 
evening  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Our  presentation  tonight  will  be 
by  viewgraph  and  we’re  going  to  ask  that  the  house  lights  be 
dimmed  during  the  presentation  so  that,  hopefully,  all  of  you  can 
sec  this  map  that  is  on  the  screen.  If  for  some  reason,  during  the 
course  of  this  presentation,  we  arc  not  clear  in  a  term  that  we  are 
using,  such  as  a  military  operating  area,  ox  use  some  acronym  that 
is  not  familiar  to  you,  please  call  that  to  our  attention.  Also 
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if  you  cannot  hear  what  we  are  saying,  please  call  that  to  our 
attention.  But  again,  we  would  like  to  give  our  proposal  first, 
and  then  as  the  proceedings  continue,  that  is  your  opportunity 
for  your  comments  and  your  questions  and  we  will  do  our  best  to 
try  to  answer  those  questions. 

At  this  time,  1  would  like  to  introduce  two  individuals 
that  are  with  me  tonight.  Mi  Larry  Davis  is  the  Chief  of  Tactical 
Operations  concerning  activities  on  the  Dtah  Test  and  Training  Range, 
and  he  will  be  outlining  and  briefing  this  proposal  concerning 
supersonic  flight.  Mr  Keith  Davis  is  an  environmental  engineer 
from  Hill  Air  Force  Base  and  he  will  discuss  certain  things  pertain¬ 
ing  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Both  of  these 
gentlemen  arc  employees  of  the  United  States  Air  Force.  So  at 
tins  time  Mr  Larry  Davis  will  present  to  you  the  Air  Force 
proposal . 


Mr  Larry  Davis;  Could  we  have  the  lights  out  please? 
(Lights  were  turned  out.)  Now  before  1  start,  1  would  like  to 
go  into  the  color  coding  that  we  have  on  this  chart  and  where 
the  various  cities  are  located. 

We  have  Ogden,  Utah  up  here;  Hill  Air  Force  Base;  Salt 
Lake;  we  have  Tooele;  Delta,  Utah;  we  have  Ely,  Ibapah,  Wendover, 
and  Elko.  Now  the  area  that  you  see  outlined  in  red  in  the  North 
Range  and  also  this  area  down  here  in  the  South  Range,  this  is 
called  a  MOA,  or  a  military  operating  area.  What  this  means  is 
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that  military  aircraft  can  operate  in  this  MOA  along  with  general 
aviation.  In  other  words,  it's  a  see  and  be  seen  environment 
and  you  don't  have  to  ash  permission  from  anyone  to  go  through  it. 

Now  the  black  cross-hatched  area  is  the  current  supersonic 
area  that  we  now  utilize.  The  area  that  you  see  marked  in  yellow 
is  the  area  that  we  would  like  to  designate  as  supersonic  area. 

Now  the  reason  that  we  need  this  is,  back  in  1978  we  knew 
that  we  were  going  to  be  changing  aircraft  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
he  had  the  F-4  at  that  time  and  the  F-4  could  go  supersonic  but  it 
took  a  great  deal  of  effort  and  it  also  took  a  lot  of  gas,  We 
knew  that  in  a  couple  of  years  we  would  be  changing  to  the  F-16  and 
the  F-l(>  being  a  much  smaller  aircraft,  having  a  larger  engine, 
could  go  supersonic  very  easily;  therefore,  we  realized  at  that 
time,  that  this  supersonic  area  that  we  nave  here  would  just  not 
do  the  job. 

Another  area  that  was  driving  this  is  that  we  would  soon  be 
picking  up  what  we  call  an  air  combat  maneuvering  instrumentation 
system.  Now  this  system  is  simply  a  system  that,  would  be  installed 
Out  here  on  the  range  that  can  teach  pilots  how  to  dogfight  better, 
or  how  to  do  better  air  combat  maneuvering.  Now  this  system  is 
designed  with  16  instrumented  sites  that  are  located  on  the  ground 
in  this  position.  With  these  16  instrumented  sites,  we  can  see 
everything  that’s  going  on  out  here  on  the  Tange  in  three-dimensional 
form.  This  information  is  then  sent  to  Hill  AiT  Force  Base  and 

Ely  7  2 


D-348 


anyone  up  there  can  go  over  to  Building  3,  which  is  a  special  build¬ 
ing  and  inside  this  building,  you  can  sit  down  in  front  of  a  video 
console  and  you  can  see  everything  that's  going  on  out  there  at  the 
range.  Now,  what  this  means  is  that  when  the  pilots  from  Hill  fly 
out  into  here  we  can  also  have  the  other  pilots  that  are  evaluating 
their  performance  sitting  over  in  front  of  these  video  consoles 
and  they  can  see  everything  that  goes  on.  They  can  see  all  the 
mistakes  that  are  being  made.  And  also,  all  these  engagements  are 
all  video  recorded.  When  the  pilots  get  through  out  here  they  can 
go  back  to  Hill,  they  can  land,  get  with  these  other  pilots  that 
are  the  evaluators,  and  they  can  see  all  the  mistakes  that  are  made. 
So  it's  an  excellent  training  device. 

Now,  why  do  we  need  the  MOA?  When  we  were  planning  where 
to  locate  this  air  combat  maneuvering  instrumentation  system,  we 
wanted  to  take  advantage  of  the  supersonic  area  located  here.  Now 
the  problem  is,  that  when  the  pilots  are  up  flying,  when  they’re 
turning  toward  the  east,  they  don’t  have  to  worry  about  trying  to 
keep  the  aircraft  under  supersonic  speed.  They  can  now  concentrate 
on  their  opponent;  however,  when  they  turn  toward  the  west,  now 
they  can't  concentrate  on  their  opponent.  Now  they  have  to  be 
worried  about  flying  the  aircraft,  and  new  they're  looking  at  the 
gauges;  therefore,  they  really  can't  train  in  that  aircraft  the 
way  it  was  designed  to  fly. 

Another  problem  that  came  up,  we  were  looking  at  locating 
it  over  in  this  area  and  we  have  Hugway  Proving  Grounds  located 
over  here.  They’re  also  in  the  airspace,  and  they’ve  got  some 
very  delicate  equipment  down  there;  some  sensitive  .instrumentation. 
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And  so  that  was  a  problem.  We  looked  at  locating  it  up  in  the 
North  Range  in  this  area.  We  have  an  air-to-ground  scorable 
gunnery  range  called  Eagle  Range  located  on  the  eastern  end  of 
this  range,  and  that  kind  of  prohibited  the  area.  The  other 
problem  are  the  airways  that  run  through  the  area.  In  other 
words,  these  are  the  airways  that  you  can  see  going  between  the 
towns,  and  these  airways  were  established  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration.  As  you  can  see  they  honeycomb  the  area  up  on  the 
North  Range.  And  so  that's  why  that  we  finally  ended  up  having 
to  locate  it  down  here  on  the  south  portion. 

Another  driving  factor  is  that  a  lot  of  our  scorable  air- 
to-ground  targets  are  located  over  here.  We  have  two  main  missions 
at  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  We  have  the  air-to-air  mission  that  we 
just  got  through  talking  about,  which  is  air  combat  maneuvering, 
and  we  also  have  the  air-to-ground  mission.  And  this  is  when  the 
aircraft  take  off,  they  go  out  on  the  range,  and  they  roll  in  and 
strike  the  targets  by  dropping  bombs  or  shooting  guns  at  them. 

Since  the  targets  are  located  on  DOD-owned  land  in  this  area,  in 
order  to  fly  simultaneous  missions;  in  otheT  words,  to  fly  our 
ground  attack  missions  over  here,  it  was  necessary  to  locate  the 
air-to-air  arena  over  on  this  side.  So  that  was  another  driving 
factor . 

Now,  why  locate  everything  so  close  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base? 
In  other  words,  why  couldn’t  we  go  to  another  range  somewhere 
across  the  United  States?  Why  not  do.it  out  over  the  ocean? 
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There  are  two  factors.  The  r-lh  is  very  limited  on  fuel,  It  only 
carries  about  an  hour  and  twenty  minutes  worth  of  fuel  on  brsrd 
and  if  it  takes  ten  minutes  to  get  out  to  the  range  and  ten  minutes 
back,  that  means  they  only  have  an  hour's  worth  of  training, 

Another  factor  that  was  involved,  is  when  you're  talking  about  air- 
to-air  combat  maneuvering,  it's  something  that  needs  to  be  done  on 
a  day-to-day  basis.  It's  not.  something  that  you  can  go  out  and  do 
for  two  weeks  and  then  not  do  it  for  three  or  fouT  months.  It's 
something  that  you  have  to  continually  work  at.  So  that  was  another 
problem  driving  it  into  this  area. 

Now,  when  we  talk  about  the  DEIS,  the  Environment  Impact 
Statement,  it  talks  in  there  about  30  to  38  booms  reaching  the 
ground  -  sonic  booms  reaching  the  ground  on  a  given  day.  This  is 
the  worst  case.  When  they  devised  that  statement,  by  regulation, 
they  had  to  present  the  worst  case.  Now  there  are  occasions  out 
at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  when  we  do  invite  other  units  from  across 
the  United  States.  We  may  have  50  or  75  aircraft  in  there  for  an 
exercise.  And  that’s  normally  during  the  summer  months;  normally 
maybe  several  weeks  out  of  that  time  period.  And  during  that  time 
period  we  would  be  exposed  -  or  we  could,  possibly  have  30  to  38 
booms  reaching  the  ground  .  Under  normal  conditions,  and  this  would 
be  most  of  the  time,  we  would  only  expect  to  experience  approximately 
eight  sonic  booms  reaching  the  ground  on  a  given  day.  And  even 
then,  we  m  >.y  -  some  person  down  here  may  only  hear  one  or  two; 
another  person  may  only  hear  one  or  two  up  here.  In  other  words. 
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they  ■would  be  spread  out  over  the  entire  area.  When  these  booms 
would  originally  be  initiated  at  approximately  20  -  between  20  and 
30  thousand  feet.  The  reason  for  that  is  when  they  start  their 


air-to-air  maneuvering,  they  would  start  it  in  this  range  and  as 
they  approach  each  other,  that's  when  they  would  have  the  highest 
speed  on  the  aircraft.  Once  they  pass  and  start  turning  and  twist¬ 
ing,  then  the  speed  drops  off  very  quickly  to  subsonic  airspeed. 

We  would  also  have  a  5,000  foot  buffer  zone  out  here,  extending 
from  the  surface  to  5,000  feet  above  the  ground  and  that  would  be 
to  dampen  the  sound  of  the  sonic  boom. 

The  last  item  -  this  would  have  no  impact  on  commercial 
air  carriers  going  in  and  out,  out  of  Ely.  Now  I  have  Keith  Davis 
who  will  now  be  talking  about  the  environmental  impact  of  sonic 
booms  in  the  area. 

Spectator :  Colonel  Casari ,  could  I  ask  a  couple  of  ques¬ 

tions! 


Colonel  Casari:  Can  we  wait  sir,  until  the  conclusion  of 
the  briefing  and  then  -- 

Spectator :  He  has  it  on  the  board  now. 

Colonel  Casari:  Very  well.  Do  you  intend  to  leave  that  on 
the  board  as  is? 
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Keith  Davis: 


Yes. 


Colonel  Casari :  1  think  others  are  going  to  be  placed  on. 
Let  us  complete  it.  Put  it  back  on  and  then  we'll  take  the  question 
sir. 


Keith  Davis:  As  was  described  before,  this  area  is  already 
used  heavily  by  the  Air  force  so  we’re  anticipating  the  primary 
impact  from  this  proposal  are  the  sonic  booms  that  would  be  created 
with  the  additional  speed.  Basically,  the  areas  that  we've  looked 
at  in  the  impact  statement  that  we've  tried  to  address  -  the  areas 
we've  tried  to  address  in  the  impact  statement  are  shown  in  this 
slide.  Primary  and  foremost  -  the  impact  on  people.  The  Air  Force 
has  looked  at  some  92  instances  or  studies  where  people  have  been 
subjected  to  sonic  booms,  often  in  intensities  much  greater  than 
we  anticipate  in  this  case.  There’s  never  been  an  instance  of  - 
a  recorded  instance  of  a  personal  injury.  They  are  definitely  an 
annoyance.  V/e've  spent  a  large  amount  of  time  in  the  impact  state¬ 
ment  trying  to  evaluate  that  annoyance.  That's  a  very  difficult 
thing  to  do,  but  we  feel  it's  acceptable. 

The  impact  on  animals.  Again,  there  has  been  no  recorded 
instance  where  there  has  been  injury  to  animals  at  the  pressures 
we're  talking  about  in  this  case.  The  aircraft  will  be,  at  all 
times,  above  5,000  feet,  primarily  around  20,000  feet  above  mean 
sea  level.  There  have  been  studies  on  beef  cattle  that  have  shown 
no  change  in  productivity,  as  well  as  with  dairy  cattle. 
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Impact  on  structures  -  again,  the  sound  levels  ve  expect 
to  be  producing  should  not  impact  structures.  There's  been  a  study 
performed  by  NASA  that  showed  that  they  gave  a  reading  of  eleven 
pounds  per  square  foot  as  being  any  well-built  structure  withstand 
with  no  problem.  We're  probably  looking  at  two  and  a  half  pounds 
per  square  foot  to  a  maximum  of  five  to  six.  So  we  should  be  well 
below  that.  There  may  be  slight  probablities  of  breakage  of  win¬ 
dows  and  plaster.  Those  would  be  the  items  that  might  be  affected 
by  a  vibration. 

Impacts  on  terrain  -  again,  there's  been  studies  that  show 
that  there  should  he  no  significant  impact  on  mining  operations  or 
any  landslides  caused  by  type  of  presssures  we're  dealing  with. 

Impacts  on  area  economies  and  land  use  -  the  Air  Force  is 
involved  in  a  study  to  look  at  fouT  locations  that  are  now  located 
under  supersonic  training  area.  They  looked  at  general  economics  - 
mining,  cattle  industry,  land  values.  They  found  no  significant 
change  because  of  that  supersonic  training  area. 

Again,  those  are  the  areas  we  tried  to  address.  We  would 
certainly  be  happy  to  hear  any  comments  or  whatever  on  those 
impacts. 

Very  briefly,  I'd  like  to  give  you  a  history  of  where  this 
impact  statement  has  been.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  was  originated 
in  June  of  1978.  The  Air  Force  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  prepared  an 
environmental  assessment  at  that  time,  channeled  that  tip  through 
Air  Force  Command.  AiT  Force  determined  in  19B0  that  an  Environmental 
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Assessment  format  was  not  comprehensive  enough  to  address  this 
issue.  They  determined  at  that  time  that  they  wanted  to  upgrade 
it  to  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  In  August  of  1980, 
we  published  in  the  federal  Register,  a  notice  of  intent  to  pre- 
{  pare  such  an  impact  statement;  we  released  news  articles  on  it; 

we  sent  notifications  to  state  and  federal  agencies.  Any  response 
or  anybody  that  indicated  an  interest  at  that  time  immediately  was 
put  on  our  mailing  list  and,  in  August  of  1983,  that  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Statement  was  released  to  the  public.  The  mailing  list 
included  state  and  federal  agencies,  everyone  that  expressed  an 
interest,  and  then  anyone  that  called  in  subsequent  to  that  asking 
for  a  copy  of  the  impact  statement,  we  mailed  out.  Because  there 
was  a  large  outcry,  primarily  from  Nevada,  that  they  didn't  have 
enough  time  to  comment  on  this  Draft  Impact  Statement-,  the  word 
hadn't  gotten  out  fast  enough,  we  extended  the  public  comment 
period  to,  now  it's  16  December,  and  we  scheduled  public  meetings 
for  this  week. 

The  comments  and  concerns  that  are  addressed  in  the  public 
meetings  and  the  hearings,  the  written  comments,  we  will  try  to 
incorporate  them,  try  to  address  them.  We  will  formulate  a  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  If  the  Air  Force  then  decides  that 
they  want  to  press  forward  with  the  proposal,  that  final  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  will  be  released  again  to  the  public  for 
additional  comments.  At  this  time,  we  don’t  think  that  will  happen 
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in  the  near  future,  at  least  not  for  a  few  years,  maybe.  That 
could  go  faster.  We  just  don't  thinV.  it  will.  And  that's  what 
wc  had  for  a  formal  briefing.  1  guess  we’d  like  to  -- 


Colonel  Casari :  Would  you  please  restore  the  slide  that 
was  on?  1  believe  we  had  a  question  from  -- 

Spectator ;  1  have  two  of  them  about  the  MOA. 

Colonel  Casari :  Would  you  please  come  forward  sir,  and 
speak  into  the  microphone.  Thank  you  very  much.  You  may  state 
your  name  for  the  record. 

Virgil  Field:  I'm  Virgil  Field.  I'm  representing  myself 
but  1  am  also  a  member  of  the  FAA. 

Colonel  Casari:  Certainly.  You  may  address  -- 

Mr  Field:  The  question  I  had  -  you  stated  that  the  civi¬ 
lian  aircraft  could  go  through  there  anytime,  through  the  MOA.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Larry  Davis:  That  is  correct. 

Mr  Field:  But  I  understand  they  restrict  IFR  aircraft 
from  going  through.  So  IFR  aircraft  cannot  fly  in  the  MOAs  when 
they  are  in  use. 

Colonel  Casari:  May  I  note  to  those  who  are  responding, 
that  their  answers  must  be  recorded  as  well  so  they  should  also 

approach  the  microphone.  { 

■5 
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Mr  Field:  Okay,  I'm  sorry.  Instrument  flight  rule  air¬ 
craft  is  like  your  airliner  which  is  on  one  of  these  prescribed 
routes  up  here,  and  1  was  also  going  to  question  -  some  of  those 
routes  -  1  have  seen  a  proposal  that  some  of  these  routes  are  going 
to  he  changed  to  avoid  the  restricted  areas,  or  rather  the  present 
MOAs  . 

Larry  Davis:  Yeah,  first  of  all  let  me  respond  to  that 
first  question.  A  military  operating  area  is  a  VFR  area  ana  that 
means  that  you  operate  in  that  area  under  VPR  conditions.  It's  also 
a  warning  -  kind  of  a  warning  -  to  general  aviation  that  there  is 
high  density  military  traffic  going  on  in  that  area  and  so  that's 
why  it's  a  VFR,  it's  a  see  and  he  seen  environment. 

Now  the  other  proposal  that  he  was  talking  about  -  this 
will  not  change  the  MOA  at  all.  In  other  words,  we're  just  asking 
to  go  faster  in  the  airspace  that  we  already  utilize  under  this 
proposal . 


Mr  Field:  Veil,  my  question  sir,  was,  I  have  seen  a  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  one  airway  that  goes  from  Wendover  to  Salt  Lake  - 
and  I  see  it’s  already  been  eliminated  on  your  chart,  but  it  went 
<r  to  Provo  previously,  and  that  has  been  removed  from  your  chart  on 

this  -  it  was  an  aiTway.  And  I  was  wondering  if  these  other  airways 
would  be  involved. 

Mr  Davis;  JNo  six,  these  areas  right  -  the  airways  that 
you  see  right  now  would  not  be  involved  in  this  proposal  Tight  here. 
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In  other  words,  these  arc  the  current  airways  that  you  see  going 
from  lily  up  here  to  the  inter  sect  ion ,  over  to  WcndoveT,  and  then 
to  Salt  Lake,  and  they  would  not  change.  Everything  would  stay 
the  same. 
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map) 

,  right 

there 

by  tha 

it  9.9 

whi  ch 

show 

is  a  tran 

sition  area  between 

your 

north 

area  and  Gandy.  1 

s  that 

to  h 

ic  considered  part 

of  an 

MOA 

or  is  that  aci 

t  u  a  1 1  y 

a  qua 

iter? 

Mr 

Davis : 

This 

right 

here 

i  s  a 

quarter 

and  it's 

also  a 

MO  A, 

mi  1  i  t  a 

try  opei 

rating 

area  . 

Mr 

Picld: 

Kill 

that 

affect 

1FR 

flights? 

Mr 

Davis : 

No . 

Mr 

Field: 

Thank 

■  you, 

Mr 

Dav i s : 

Any  other 

questi 

ons? 

Elaine  Pollock:  Elaine  Pollock..  I’m  in  mining.  Our 
company  is  located  here  in  Ely  and  my"  husband  flew  back  from 
Arizona  to  Ely  this  spring.  There  war  a  big  thunderstorm  and  they 
were  forced  to  use  the  other  valley  to  get  home.  Now  from  what  1 
understand,  this  will  not  be  possible  for  private  aircraft  anymore 
coining  in  like  that.  You  haye  to  call  ahead  and  then  you  probably 
won't  get  the  clearance,  I'm  sorry,  I  think  this  is  also  going 
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to  raise  the  rates  at  Sky  West  for  us,  which  we  do  an  awful  lot  of 
freight  with,  because  they  said  their  gas  bill  will  be  more  which 
means  our  planes  will  use  more  to  go  around  the  boundaries  they’re 
proposing.  Thank  you, 

Larry  Davis:  Okay,  in  answering  the  first  question,  this 
still  remains  a  MOA  out  here.  In  other  words,  general  aviation 
and  military  aviation  can  operate  in  this  area.  In  other  words, 
the  only  thing  we're  asking  for,  and  1  just  want  to  emphasize  it 
again,  we  just  want  to  go  faster  in  the  airspace  that  we  already 
utilize.  Now  as  far  as  any  impact  on  Sky  West,  it  will  have  none. 

In  other  words,  they  can  still  use  the  same  air  routes  if  they 
decide  to  fly  this  air  route  over  to  Salt  Lake,  or  if  they  want  to 
cut  across  the  MOA,  whether  up  through  this  area  (indicating  on  map) 
or  down  through  this  area,  they  can  still  do  it.  It  will  not  have 
ar.y  impact  at  all  on  Sky  West. 


Spectator :  (Unintelligible  question) 

Colonel  Casari:  Would  you  please  indicate  for  the  record 
what  the  question  was.  I  believe  the  question  was,  may  we  quote 
you 


Mr  Davis:  Would  you  like  to  come  up  here  for  a  minute? 

Colonel  Casari:  No,  this  will  suffice.  the  question  is  - 
may  we  quote  you  on  the  statement  that  Sky  West  will  not  be  affected 
by  this  proposal  at  all? 
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Mr  Davis:  That  is  correct.  For  establishment  of  the 
supersonic  flight  training  area  in  the  military  operating  area, 

Sky  West  will  not  be  impacted  by  that  designation. 

Spectator :  (Unintelligible  question  concerning  Sky  West's 

rates , ) 

Mr  Davis:  Well,  I  cannot  speak  for  Sky  West's  rates  and 
their  fares,  and  so  forth. 

Spectator:  (Unintelligible  question,] 

Colonel  Casari:  Excuse  me.  If  we  have  departed  now 
from  the  rules,  and  I  have  permitted  it  because  there  was  an  acute 
interest  in  the  particular  aspect,  I  will  permit  this  questioner 
to  conclude  but  I  want  to  ••  well  I  want  to  insure  that  the  re  ord 
is  made.  We  must  address  any  question  raised.  Would  you  state  -- 
what  was  the  question  last  posed? 

Mr  Davis:  Well,  it  concerned.  Colonel  Casari,  the  Tates 
that  Sky  West  established,  and  so  forth,  I  cannot  comment  on  how 
Sky  West  establishes  their  rates  and  charges.  Again,  for  the 
lecord,  this  proposal  has  no  impact  upon  Sky  West’s  operations. 

Colonel  Casari :  Very  well.  May  1  3sk  that  the  lights  be 
turned  up. 

Mr  Davis :  And  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  want  to  apologize 
for  the  awkwardness  of  this  FA  system  and  asking  you  to  come  up 
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and  rcvord  your  comments,  but  it's  about  the  only  way  that  we  have 
oi  making  sure  that  your  comment?  are  recorded  and  that  we  do  get 
them  in  the  record,  so  please  bear  with  us. 


Colonel  C a sari:  And  now,  ]  are  very  privileged  to  call 
upon  Congresswoman  Yucanovich  to  address  you. 

Barbara  Vucanovich:  Thank  you  Colonel,  I'd  just  like  to 
tell  everyone,  I'm  awfully  glad  to  see  everybody  in  White  Tine 
again.  It's  just  great  being  back  here.  Thank  you  all  for  coming 
cut  u night,  'cause  1  think  this  is  a  very,  very  important  thing 
for  White  1’ine  County  and  for  our  state.  So  I'm  glad  you're  all 
out  here  and  you're  all  going  to  tell  what  you're  feeling  about 
this  situation. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  1  requested  these  hearings  earlier 
tins  year  because  1  felt  that  the  Tcpa r tnen t  of  Defense,  and  the 
Air  j orce  in  particular,  lead  not  allowed  sufficient  time  for  public 
comment,  and  I'm  very  pleased  that  the  Air  force  has  agreed  to  hold 
these  special  meetings,  and  on  behalf  of  all  of  us  here  in  Nevada, 

1  really  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  them  foT  this  special 
c  on  s i do  rat i on .  We're  all  here  because  we’re  concerned  about  too 
nti'ch  of  our  Nevada  airspace  being  restricted  to  military  use.  It's 
always  been  a  problem  in  some  areas  of  our  state,  but  with  this 
latest  proposal,  1  must  say  that  1  believe  the  Air  Force  is  simply 
asking  for  too  much.  With  distances  as  great  as  they  are  in  Nevada 
and  with  communities  as  isolated,  air  travel  is  an  absolute 
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necessity.  Ihat  need  is  not  being  rcco  g  n  i  r.  o  d  by  the  Air  hric,  m 
fact,  x  i ;  e  proposal  before  us  would  restrict  so  much  airspace  that 
tenoral  aviation  travel  to  certain  points  in  our  state  would  no 
loupci  eft’er  the  significant  time  saving  that  it  now  docs,  ihis 
would  increase  the  isolation  of  communities  near  the  SOA  and  would 
tiyrisei.t  what  1  helieve  is  an  unacceptable  level  of  government 
control  over  oui  airspace. 

ibis  meet  inf  is  to  discuss  these  and  any  other  problems 
th..:  v.e,  as  citizens,  have  with  regard  to  this  matter.  1  want  to 
linournyi  everyone  to  speal.  up  forcibly  and  to  demand  sat  i  sfactory 
;a:Mu  rs  to  their  cona  nis.  And  1  personally  have  several  questions 
and;  perhaps  1  could  start  off  with  those  and,  hopefully,  we’ll  hear 
from  some  of  the  other  people  who  arc  here  tonight.  1  really  would 
libc  to  know  that  if  this  supersonic  area  -  operating  area  -  is 

established,  will  there  he  a  floor  below  which  supersonic  flight 

* 

will  be  restricted  in  order  to  lessen  the  impact  on  private  citizens 
general  arintion,  and  livestock.  And  1  know  we've  heard  a  lot  of 
numbers,  but  I'd  like  to  hear  that.  I've  been  out  there.  My 
husband  and  1  are  both  general  aviation  pilots  and  I've  been  out 
there  and  I  know  that  there  arc  a  lot  of  wonderful  young  men  in  the 
•\  i  i  •(  who  arc  out  there  flying,  but  .1  know  a  lot  of  times  they 
aii  a  let  less  than  h,Ub(]  feet.  Believe  me.  I've  had  them  below 
Jut'  and  we  don't  fly  that  high  in  our  182. 

I'd  also  like  to  ask,  why  can't  the  services  consolidate 
supersonic  flight  operations  so  that  this  much  airspace  doesn't 
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fi ;i \  t  to  bo  taken  up  for  the  same  purpose.  be  have  a  Navy  proposal 
for  a  large  segment  of  central  Nevada.  Nellis  already  has  a  large 
supersonic  operating  area,  and  when  that  operation  -  when  that 
are.-,  is  booked,  supersonic  training  is  conducted  in  Arizona,  1 
fi  j i i \ i .  it  scorns  that  Nevada  has  already  given  its  fair  share 
and  mote  for  this  admittedly  important  training. 

] 1 d  really  also  like  them  to  explain  in  more  detail  the 

training  conducted  and  the  need  for  the  supersonic  operat¬ 
ing  area  designation.  I  know  that  there  are  loads  of  people  who 
would  likt  to  speak  litre  tonight  so  1  will  sit  down  and  ask  oil 
•,  ;  \  tv.  to  please  express  your  concerns ,  because  1  do  think  that  the 
A : ’  Jcrce  would  really  like  to  respond  to  us  and  try  to  be  helpful. 

1  i,  nt  you  \  or)'  much . 

No  lone!  C a sari :  Thank  you  Congresswoman  Yucanovich.  Also 
for  your  courtesy  in  observing  the  time.  May  1  ask  Mrs  Linda  A. 
in;;,,  representing  your  governor,  to  address  you. 

L>  Col  hi n set  t  :  Lxcu.se  me  sir.  For  the  record,  if  it  is 
all  right  with  you,  may  we  delcr  those  answers  to  the  LIS?  Thank 
>  on  , 

Mrs  1  in da  A.  Ryan:  Members  of  the  Air  force,  Congressman 
Vuc ;  nov i  eli ,  White  Pine  County  Commi  ssioners  ,  and  ladies  and  gentle¬ 
men,  my  name  is  Linda  Ryan.  1  am  Director  of  the  State  Agency 
designated  through  presidential  executive  order  12372,  to  review 
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the  i  npn c  t  o  1  federal  activities  in  Nevada,  and  ]  '  m  he  re  t  o d a y  on 
hel.nl  1  of  Governor  hi  chard  Bryan. 

('n  October  l*th,  IRS  a,  Governor  Bryan  forwarded  Nevada's 
e i 1  i c a  1  comment  on  the  proposed  action  for  supersonic  flight  train- 
i  i :  ■  !  L  •  :,g  requested  vithit'  the  (sandy  Range  by  the  United  States  Air 

iotci.  i  hi  s  official  comment  clearly  expressed  Nevada’s  opposition 
to  the  ; reposed  action.  The  Governor's  opposition  is  based  on  the 
foil  cm.  ing  four  issues:  (1)  The  anticipation  of  K5  sonic  booms  per 

day,  Go  percent  of  which  will  reach  the  ground,  is  an  estimate.  No 
specific  rejTK-dv  is  offered  should  the  sonic  booms  which,  reach  the 
yi-iurd.  regard  less  of  the  numbers,  sustain  an  impact  severe  enough 
m  magnitude  to  detract  from  the  quality  of  life  in  the  area.  [2, 

Since  nearly  4(1  percent  of  Nevada’s  airspace  is  now  under  federal 
agency  control,  any  additional  airspace  restrictions  or  restrictive 
reclassification  will  negatively  impact  on  private  and  commercial 
aviation  in  Nevada.  (.3J  federal  agencies  are  acting  independent  ly 
ir  their  planning  efforts  toward  proposed  changes  and  ultimate 
i rc 1  ass i f i cat i on  of  our  state's  remaining  free  airspace.  (4)  The 
Bruit  1 nv i ronment al  Impact  Statement  describing  the  proposed  actions 
in  the  Gandy  Range  does  not,  1  repeat,  does  not,  address  in  any 
:  u !  •  s  t  ;i]i  1  it  i  vc  manner  the  statewide  airspace  impacts  on  private 
and  commercial  aviation  in  Nevada.  Those  are  the  issues  which 

) 

constitute  Nevada's  basis  for  opposing  the  Gandy  proposal.  Now 
we  would  like  to  submit  additional  information  oti  each  of  the 
foul  concerns . 
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first,  in  relation  to  the-  issue  of  sonic  booms ,  the  quality 


of  life  for  people  living  in  the  area  must  be  given  appropriate 
consideration.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  speaks  to 
t  b  i  s  issue  in  terms  of  estimates  of  the  number  of  sonic  booms  with 
no  provision  for  public  recourse  should  those  estimates  prove  to 
he  understated.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  the  residents  of 
Nevada  to  accept  the  burden  of  this  proposal  without  having  prior 
knowledge  of  a  daily  maximum  on  the  number  of  sonic  disturbances, 
the  severity  of  those  di st rubances ,  and  a  process  for  remedies 
should  the  disturbances  prove  to  be  detrimental. 

Next  is  the  issue  of  the  self-imposed  restrictions  by 
private  and  commercial  aviators  in  their  use  of  military  operation 
areas  known  as  MOAs  or  M-O-As,  as  I  call  them,  which  are  reclassi¬ 
fied  for  supersonic  flight  training.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
the  federal  Aviation  Administration,  the  FAA,  designates  MOAs  to 
enhance  airspace  safety  foT  all  users.  That  is,  the  MOA  defines 
specific  airspace  for  military  use  while  still  allowing  safe  access 
under  visual  flight  Tules  to  private  and  commercial  aviators. 

However,  comments  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  by  the  air¬ 
craft  owners  and  pilots  association  documented  in  the  DEIS  for  the 
Gandy  kange  proposal  strongly  point  to  the  fact  that  the  see  and 
avoid  concept  of  collision  prevention  is  not  an  effective  method 
for  aircraft  operating  at  supersonic  speeds.  Thus,  it  is  our  con¬ 
tention,  that  when  the  Department  of  Defense  reclassifies  an  MOA 
for  supersonic  flight  training,  it  is,  in  effect,  and  for  all 
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practical  purposes,  restricting  that  airspace.  Wo  arc  aware  that 
the  space  will  not  he  officially  restricted,  as  the  EAA  docs  not 
icgulale  supersonic  flight  activity  within  MOAs,  This  point,  how¬ 
ever,  is  academic,  since  most  commercial  and  private  aircraft  will 
not  use  those  areas. 

The  third  area  of  concern  is  that  this  proposed  action  will) 
intensify  airspace  use  in  the  area  surrounding  the  Gandy  Range. 

The  Department  of  Defense  and  the  IAA  must  consider  the  use  of  sur¬ 
rounding  airspace  in  any  reclassification  effort.  VYe  need  reliable 
data  on  the  use  of  airways  surrounding  Nevada  MOAs  in  an  effort  to 
evaluate  the  impact  of  designated  space  for  supersonic  training. 

This  environmental  review  should  consider  the  potential  increases 
in  the  military  use  of  the  airways  outside  of  the  existing  MOAs  and 
the  relative  impact  on  the  remaining  free  airspace.  ! 

And  finally,  the  Governor's  major  concern  is  with  the  historic 
trend  toward  the  blocking  of  large  portions  of  Nevada's  airspace  and 
the  cumulative  impact  on  the  remaining  airway  corridors  within 
Nevada.  Experience  indicates  an  increasing  airway  corridor  encroach¬ 
ment  through  the  expansion  of  one  or  more  of  the  five  existing  major 
MOAs  in  Nevada.  The  reality  of  this  encroachment  on  Nevada's  free 
airspace  is  evidenced  in  the  recently  extended  desert  MOA  in  south¬ 
ern  Nevada  by  approximately  20  nautical  miles  to  the  north  as 
initiated  by  the  US  Air  Force  at  Nellis.  This  reality  is  further 
intensified  by  the  pending  action  of  the  Department  of  Navy's  pro¬ 
posal  to  designate  over  5600  square  miles  for  supersonic  flight 
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training  within  the  Gabb  and  Austin  MOAs .  These  actions,  and  the 
knowledge  that  airspace  currently  designated  for  military  use  in 
Nevada  is  surrounded  by  low-level  military  training  routes  and 
military  air-to-air  refueling  routes  bring  us  to  the  critical  issue 
oi  the  resulting  impact  on  private  and  commercial  aviation.  If  we 
had  an  accurate  map  of  all  MOAs,  restricted  areas,  low-level  mili¬ 
tary  training  routes,  and  military  refueling  routes  in  Nevada,  it 
would  be  evident  that  private  and  commercial  aviation  are  clearly 
threatened.  The  US  Air  Force,  the  Department  of  Navy,  and  other 
feleral  agencies  proposing  to  limit  use  of  airspace  in  Nevada,  have 
a  clear  duty  to  evaluate  all  aspects  of  military  use  statewide. 

All  of  us  appreciate  and  wish  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  US 
Air  Force;  however,  it  is  time  for  the  Air  Force  to  deal  with  us 
in  terms  of  statewide  airspace  use.  Addressing  this  issue  on  a 
limited,  one  bite  at  a  time  basis,  is  resulting  in  severe,  adverse 
impacts  on  private  aviation  in  a  growing  and  tourist-dependent 
state. 


liven  though  Nevada  is  the  forty-third  state  in  terms  of 
population,  with  less  than  one  million  residents,  we  have  within 
our  borders  the  twenty-ninth  busiest  commercial  airport  in  the 
world.  Nevada's  potential  for  urban  and  rural  growth,  in  relation 
to  aviation  access  between  communities  and  adjoining  states,  must 
be  considered  in  any  review  process;  therefore,  it  is  our  conten¬ 
tion  that  the  environment  review  process  employed  by  the  Air  Force 
is  inadequate  to  justify  this  proposed  action.  Thank  you. 
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Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you,  Mr?  Ryan. 


Commissioner  Jones. 

Commissioner  J.  K.  Jones:  Representative  Vucanavich,  ladies 
and  gentlemen,  this  is  a  position  statement  of  White  Pine  County  and 
is  not  intended  to  raise  questions  which  1  am  sure  were  raised  by 
other  speakers  in  the  audience. 

White  Pine  County  government  is  veTy  concerned  about  your 
proposal  to  train  supersonically  over  its  land  and  its  citizens 
and  doesn’t  believe  you've  told  us  what  the  true  consequences  of 
your  actions  will  be.  We  have,  in  White  Tine  County,  all  the 
value?  and  uses  you  mentioned  in  the  BL1S  and  more. 

Many  of  our  commercial  and  recreational  uses  you  downplayed 
while  citing  studies  which  show  average  city  noise  levels  having 
little  or  no  affect  on  these  activities.  We  don't  see  any  correla¬ 
tion  whatsoever  between  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  cities  and  the 
sonic  booms  which  could  ricochet  out  there  in  the  quiet  of  eastern 
White  Pine  County.  At  stake  is  the  commercial  and  recreational  use 
of  that  land. 

1  call  to  your  attention  the  efforts  cf  the  Bristlecone 
film  Committee  which  has  been  in  existence  fox  about  a  year.  Its 
primary  goal  is  attracting  the  filming  industry  to  our  aTea, 

Several  commercials  have  been  shot  here  and  several  companies  are 
serious  about  doing  a  larger  production.  As  you  could  well  imagine 
no  producer  will  spend  money  on  a  secluded  site  which  is  inundated 
with  sonic  booms.  The  proposed  action  will,  indeed,  adversely 
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|  affect  the  economy  of  our  county  directly.  There  may  be  only  550 
resident?  living  directly  beneath  the  test  area,  but  there  are 
thousands  more  who  use  the  area  because  of  the  character  of  the 
envi ronment . 

The  reasons  for  using  the  area  the  way  we  do  arc  manyfold. 

Of  importance  equal  to  just  daily  access  of  hunters,  trappers, 
prospectors,  rockhounds,  and  casual  recreationists  is  the  experience 
in  a  nonurban  setting.  Those  qualities  in  our  environment  would 
he  lost,  found  contrary  to  your  analysis,  Ke  say  this  because  we 
believe  only  we  fully  understand  our  attachment  to  and  enjoyment 
of  the  values  here. 

Presently,  about  95  percent  of  the  land  i.n  White  Tine 
County  is  controlled  by  federal  government.  Our  tax  base  is  small, 
has  been  largely  dependent  upon  the  mining  industry  throughout  our 
history,  and  if  you  implement  this  proposal,  the  effects  will 
further  reduce  that  base  by  literally  running  the  scattered  inhabi¬ 
tants  off  theiT  mineral  and  agricultural  land.  We  don’t  like  that. 

Air  traffic  is  essential  to  the  diversification  of  our 
economy  and  there  is  a  definite  adverse  effect  and  impact  upon 
nonmilitary  traffic  within  an  MOA  when  going  from  subsonic  to 
supersonic  as  it  relates  to  safety.  General  aviation  and  our  air 
carrier  will  choose  to  not  fly  through  that  large  expanse  of  air 
space  after  being  rendered  completely  unsafe.  We  doubt  that  the 
transient  or  cross-country  pilot  will  be  given  the  access  and 
clearances  as  promised  to  locals  through  the  area  when  it's  hot. 
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Because  of  the  extra  distances  involved  in  avoiding  the  new  super 
MCA,  we  are  made  even  more  remote.  Wc  suggest  that  you  correct 
the  I) III S  to  accurately  portray  the  impacts  from  such  an  action  as 
you  propose.  If  you  presently  are  forbidden  access  to  the  lower 
elevations  for  realistic  demonstration  of  speeds  of  up  to  2,4  mach, 
then  we  suggest  that  adequate  data  does  not  exist  by  which  any  of 
the  impacts  may  be  properly  addressed.  We  don't  believe  that  our 
people  can  bear  the  psycho  1 ogi cal  effects  of  such  activity  and 
urge  your  recognition  of  that  in  the  D 12 1 S .  We  appreciate  your 
coming  to  hly  for  this  hearing.  Thanh  you. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thanh  you  commissioner  Jones.  1  would 
note  to  you  that  we  have  some  53  speahers  from  the  public  who 
wish  to  address  this  group  so  it  is  important  to  adhere  as  closely 
a>  possible  to  the  time  limits  so  that  we  can  conclude  at  a 
reasonable  hour. 

Mr  John  Kenneth  Shanahan,  I  believe  somebody  is  designated 
to  read  Mr  Shanahan's  statement.  Arc  you  Mrs  Garrett? 

Mrs  JoAnn  Garrett ;  Te s . 

Colonel  Casari:  3’lease,  Mrs  JoAnn  Garrett  will  read  the 
s  t  a  t  emen t . 

) 

Mrs  Garret t :  Mr  Shanahan  ashed  me  to  read  this  because  his 
health  doesn't  permit  him  to  do  so. 
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Dear  Sirs.  Because  of  the  state  of  my  health  at  this  time, 
1  request  this  to  he  read  during  my  five-minute  block  of  time,  3 
feel  that  before  Nevadans  consider  allowing  the  Air  force  to  use 
Nevada  airspace,  they  should  consider  how  the  Air  Force  has  dealt 
with  Nevadans  in  the  past.  1  now  reside  in  Eureka ,  Nevada  but  used 
to  reside  on  a  ranch  about  20  miles  cast  of  Eureka,  This  ranch  is 
located  in  White  Pine  County.  1  was  forced  to  leave  my  ranch 
because-  the  water  system  was  poisoned,  our  animals  died,  our  health 
deteriorated,  the  ranch  was  condemned  and  doctors  told  us  to  move 
out.  I  am  convinced  that  blasting  conducted  by  the  military  for 
MX  purposes  had  a  direct  effect  on  the  ground  water  my  wells 
pumpeJ  from.  The  reason  we  believe  this  to  be  true  is  because  our 
water  system  worked  very  well  for  four  years  but  shortly  after  the 
blasting,  out  watei  system  became  contaminated.  We  have  had  our 
water  tested  various  times  with  conflicting  results,  but  everyone 
docs  agree  the  water  is  contaminated.  The  members  of  my  family 
and  1  have  gone  to  various  physicians  who  all  seem  to  relate  our 
health  problem  to  overburden  of  heavy  minerals, 

BLM  reports  stated  all  holes  that  were  blasted  were  all 
later  filled  in  so  that  no  water  from  above  ground  could  seep  in. 

A  sheriff's  report  and  photographs  in  my  possession  show  this  to 
be  totally  untrue.  Before  blasting,  we  were  all  assured  no  blast¬ 
ing  would  be  conducted  any  closer  than  five  miles  from  all  private 
property.  In  fact,  the  blasting  occurred  within  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  from  our  private  property. 
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I  believe,  before  we  allow  the  United  State-  Air  force. 


or  any  other  government  related  group  to  enter  Nevada  in  any  way, 
we  should  Teceivc  more  than  empty  promises  and  untruths  concerning 
their  functions  in  our  state,  1  also  believe  these  people  should 
he  held  liable  and  take  responsibility  for  the  damages  to  property 
and  life  they  inflict.  Sincerely,  J->hn  K,  Shanahan. 

Colonel  Cnsari ;  Thank  you ,  Mr  Shanahan  and  Mrs  Garrett, 

Mrs  Garrett,  you  arc  next  on  the  list, 

Mrs  JoAnne  Garrett:  I'm  JoAnnc  Garrett  of  Baker,  Nevada, 
and  ]  live  just  south  of  the  proposed  supersonic  freeway,  I'm  a 
member  of  the  board  of  directors  of  Citizen's  Alert  on  whose  behalf 
I'm  speaking  now. 

Citizen  Alert  is  a  statewide  Nevada  public  education  and 
citizen  action  organization  that's  been  active  for  eight  years  in 
nuclear  and  public,  land  issues,  be  first  became  aware  of  the  Air 
force's  proposal,  thanks  to  an  article  in  the  newspaper,  about  ten 
days  before  the  comment  period  was  scheduled  to  end  on  October  14, 
Without  citizen  action,  local  residents  would  not  be  haying  this 
Opportunity  to  speak  with  you  today,  because  there  would  be  no 
public  hearings.  We  arc  pleased  to  see  that  the  Air  force  is  com¬ 
plying  with  the  minimum  requ irement s . of  the  law,  the  National 
bnv i ronmental  Policy  Act. 

Today,  we'd  like  to  locus  on  Citizen  Alert's  primary 
concern  about  this  proposal  and  that  is  the  gradual  control  of 
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Nevada's  land  and  airspace  by  tlie  military.  According  to  the  BLM's 
public  land  statistics  ol  1982  ,  Nevada  had  3,935,300  acies  of  land 
dedicated  to  energy  and  military  use.  This  is  5.6  percent  of  the 
state's  acreage;  t lie  highest  percentage  of  any  state  in  the  union, 
fror.  the  MX  missile  to  nuclear  waste,  to  military  airspace,  the 
icderal  government  continues  to  turn  to  Nevada  to  solve  its  prob¬ 
lems.  Nevadans  have  proven  their  partriotism  Sy  assuming  the 
nation's  burden  for  dangerous  nuclear  weapons  testing.  The  nearly 
4 , Ode , OOP  acres  just  mentioned  demonstrates  the  degree  to  which 
Nevada  is  already  controlled  by  the  military;  yet,  this  Draft 
I.nvironmental  Impact  Statement  does  not  acknowledge  the  larger  m 

as 

picture  -  the  amount  of  land  and  airspace  already  committed  to  the 
military.  And  this  has  been  mentioned  by  others  here;  and  the 
Navy's  current  proposal  to  tie  up  5700  square  miles  of  central 
Nevada  airspace.  The  Gandy  proposal  and  the  Navy's  proposal, 
together,  total  an  area  almost  the  siz.c  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts, 
Citizen  Alert  believes  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
citizens  and  the  government  of  Nevada  to  question  the  impact  of  this 
proposal  on  our  state  and  its  citizens.  The  intrusion  of  sonic 
booms  and  supersonic  flights  over  land  not  controlled  by  the  mili¬ 
tary  is  unnecessary  ir  a  state  where  nearly  4,000,000  acres  of 
land  is  controlled  by  de f ensc- rel at ed  agencies.  The  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  action  are  presented  as  if  there  were  no  alter- 
natives.  Kc  don't  believe  it.  If  the  airspace  under  consideration0 
were  off  limits,  we  believe  the  Air  Force  could  find  an  SOA  over 
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military  controlled  land  that  would  not  infringe  upon  the  lives 
and  livelihoods  of  rural  people.  The  military  branches  and  defense 
agencies  should  cooperate  and  not  compete  to  find  alternatives  to 
expansions  of  SOAs.  In  addition,  the  DEIS  doesn't  adequately 
address  the  long-term  sonic  boom  effects  on  humans  and  wildlife. 

I  Ik  studies  cited  in  the  DEIS  were  mostly  conducted  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  ,  most  deal  with  sonic  booms  of  much  less  magnitude  than  those 
that  are  proposed  -- 
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Colonel  Casari:  Two  minutes. 


Mrs  Garrett:  -*  and  the  summary  of  the  DEIS  that  was  sent 
out  fret,  the  Air  Force  office  makes  the  assumption  that,  "Teople 
beneath  the  area  live  at  or  below  5,000  feet  mean  sea  level.”  That 
doesn't  need  commenting  on. 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  local  economy,  includ 
ing  ranching,  tourism,  business  and  economic  development  are 
inadequately  addressed,  if  at  all.  The  DEIS  ignores  the  wilderness 
studies  areas  under  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed  SOA  in  Nevada, 
including  the  Gosiute  Peak,  Bluebell,  and  South  Pequop.  It  mini¬ 
mizes  the  significance  of  the  Gosiute  mountains  for  bird  migration 
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when,  according  to  the  BI/M ,  over  the  past  four  years  about  5,000 
to  b,000  raptors  have  been  observed  migrating  south  each  fall. 

To  conclude,  Citizen  Alert  believes  that  this  DEIS  is 
inadequate.  In  addition,  we  oppose  further  supersortic  operations 
area  over  land  not  controlled  by  the  military.  Finally,  we  urge 
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the  Air  Force  to  involve  the  public  to  the  fullest  extent  possible 
as  required  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  NEPA.  And  we  thank  the 
Air  Force  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our  concerns. 

Colonel  Casari  :  Thank  you  Mrs  Garrett.  Mr  Joseph  F. 
Griggs,  Jr. 


read  f ast . 


1  timed  this  at  five  minutes  if  1 


I  want  to  address  three  subjects.  First,  sonic  booms, 

DEIS  admits  that  they  will  probably  be  highly  annoying  to  people 
who  are  subjected  to  them.  In  other  places,  the  DEIS  states  that 
some  people  do  not  seem  to  mind  sonic  booms.  It  suggests  that 
people  need  not  be  annoyed  by  them.  It.  implies  that  people  can 
get  used  to  them  if  they  want  to.  Where  I  live  we  already  have 
sonic  booms.  My  guess  is  about  five  per  week  on  the  average; 
occasionally,  up  to  five  per  day.  I  find  them  annoying.  They 
come  from  Mach  1  speeds,  from  30,000  feet.  An  acquaintance  of 
mine  reported  recently  that  a  sonic  boom  caused  large  rocks  to 
fall  on  him  as  he  worked  in  his  mine  and  he  narrowly  escaped 
j  death.  Asking  people  to  accept  sonic  booms  is  asking  a  great  deal 
of  them.  It  is  not  appropriate  to  treat  the  subject  as  a  small 
matter.  The  DEIS  does  treat  it  as  a  small  matter  by  saying  that 
noboby  knows  much  about  them  and  that  sonic  booms  will  affect  only 
a  small  number  of  people. 
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Subject:  Cumulative  and  Continually  Increasing  Impacts  on 

Airspace  used  by  Civilians.  The  PEIS,  by  omission,  treats  as  rrcle- 
rant  to  the  present  proposal  the  current  extent  of  use  by  military 
aircraft  of  Nevada  and  Utah  airspace.  To  civilian  pilots  and  their 
families,  this  is  probably  the  main  issue  in  connection  with  this 
proposal.  The  amount  of  restricted  airspace  in  the  two  states  has 
steadily  increased  over  the  years.  A  few  years  ago,  a  proposal  to 
restrict  virtually  all  of  Nevada's  airspace  was  dropped  because  of 
opposition  to  it  from  civilians.  In  the  meantime,  military  aircraft 
use,  in  addition  to  restricted  airspace,  airspace  which  is  not 
restricted,  talking  about  MOAs  here.  The  presence  of  military  air¬ 
craft  in  nonrestric t ed  airspace  makes  flying  very  dangerous  for 
civilian  pilots.  They  fly  at  elevations  and  at  speeds  that,  accord¬ 
ing  to  PAA  regulations,  are  illegal  for  civilian  aircraft.  I  don't 
mind  seeing  military  aircraft  flying  in  the  valleys  and  the  canyons, 
and  over  the  mountains,  or  even  100  feet  above  my  house.  From  the 
ground,  they  are  a  thrill  to  see.  They  are  awesome  and  impressive. 
Except  for  the  sonic  booms,  1  personally  don't  mind  the  noise  either 
But  from  the  vantage  point  of  a  small  airborne  plane,  the  sight  of 
them  is  a  harrowing  experience.  After  you've  been  through  that 
once,  it  is  impossible  to  appreciate  the  presence  of  military  air¬ 
craft  where  you  know  civilian  pilots  and  small  planes  are  in  the 
air.  Recently,  a  neighbor  of  mine  requested  that  the  Air  Force 
move  its  low-level  exercise  route  ten  miles  to  the  north  to  avoid 
flying  directly  over  the  three  airstrips  in  Baker.  The  Air  Force 
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graciously  complied  with  his  request.  Within  a  short  time,  Navy 
fighters  began  using  the  old  route  right  over  the  airstrips  and 
have  been  using  it  ever  since. 

Time  is  approaching  when  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  are 
going  to  have  to  make  some  deals.  Maybe  the  time  is  now.  You  want 
something,  you  want  something  more,  what'll  you  give  for  it?  How 
about  signing  on  the  dotted  line  that  this  will  be  the  last  request 
so  that  a  few  years  down  the  road  when  all  youT  personnel  has 
changed,  they  will  know  better  than  to  expect  more.  The  resource  is 
not  unlimited.  You  are  only  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  We  have  Nellis 
and  Fallon  too.  Now  we  have  somebody  training  foreign  pilots  for 
dictatorships  in  the  Middle  hast.  Some  people  feel  that  a  line 
should  be  drawn  right  there. 

Subject:  Alternative  to  the  Proposal.  I'm  not  convinced  J 
that  two  of  the  alternatives  mentioned  in  the  DEIS  have  been 
sufficiently  veil  explored.  They  arc,  relocating  the  supersonic 
flight  requirement  to  some  other  airspace  within  the  UTTR,  use  of 
distant  supersonic  flight  airspace.  Discussion  in  the  DEIS  of  why 
these  two  alternatives  arc  unacceptable  is  quite  unconvincing  and, 
for  that  reason,  inscrutable  to  people  who  don't  know  much  about 
the  subject.  We  are  asked  to  take  it  on  faith  that  these  alterna¬ 
tives  are  not  feasible.  At  this  point  in  time,  that  is  asking  a  J 
lot.  I  get  the  impression  that  the  Air  Force  finds  it  inconvenient 
to  consider  these  alternatives  further.  1  do  not  believe  that  it 
is  appropriate  at  this  time  for  the  Air  Force  to  be  talking  to  us 
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about  convenience.  It  is  my  opinion  that  these  tvo  alternatives, 
in  some  combination,  and  other  alternatives  not  even  mentioned, 
probably  have  a  good  chance  of  providing  a  more  elegant  solution 
to  the  problems  associated  with  Air  Force  training  plans  than  does 
the  present  proposal.  From  my  standpoint,  the  Air  Force  is  pro¬ 
posing  to  pound  the  Gosiute  Indian  Reservation  with  sonic  booms 
ior  an  indefinite  period  and  proposing  to  use  more  airspace.  The 
DF1S  does  not  convince  me  that  the  Air  Force  has  good  reason  to 
propose  either  one.  1  strongly  suspect  that  the  Air  Force  can 
find  another  way. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mr  Griggs,  that  was  just  about 
on  the  money.  Mr  Dick  Holmes. 

Mr  Dick  Holmes:  (Mr  Holmes  displayed  a  map  he  had  brought 
with  him.)  This  is  a  composite  map  that  1  put  together  on  my 
kitchen  table,  here.  Two  aeronautical  charts.  In  the  middle  here 
we've  got  the  state  of  Nevada,  the  state  of  Utah,  Idaho,  Oregon, 
California,  and  so  on.  This  is  the  area  that's  been  discussed 
tonight  which  is  being  proposed  by  the  Air  Force  for  a  supersonic 
operation  area.  The  area  down  here  at  Nellis,  Barbara  has  already 
pointed  out,  is  being  used  supersonically.  And  this  is  the  5,700 
square  miles  that  the  Navy  is  proposing  to  use  for  a  supersonic 
operations  area  in  central  Nevada.  The  significant  thing  about 
this  to  me,  is  the  fact  that  these  military  operations  areas  here 
are  only  about  60  miles  apart.  This  is  the  area  up  in  the 
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Mountain  Home  area  in  Idaho.  Again,  maybe  ?C  miles  apart.  This 
whole  entire  area  here  -  the  reason  I  put  this  map  together  is 
just  to  give  you  an  overall  view  of  what  is  being  proposed  and  the 
White  Pine  and  the  Gosiutes  are  not  being  singled  out  for  the  honor 
here.  Thanks  fellas.  (Map  was  removed  at  this  time.) 

I'm  delighted  to  see  Barbara  and  Ace  here  tonight  and  Linda 
Ryan,  representing  the  Governor,  and  Bill  Farr,  representing  Chick 
Heckt.  Thanks  a  lot  for  coming. 

On  several  occasions,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  have 
insinuated  that  the  authority  to  conduct  their  activities  in  our 
airspace  resides  in  their,  and,  that  after  satisfying  the  requirements 
of  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act,  that  they  may  operate 
in  any  manner  which  they  deem  appropriate,  regardless  of  the  con¬ 
sequence?  to  any  individual,  but  this  is  misleading.  The  sole 
responsibility  for  controlling  the  use  of  our  airspace  is  invested 
in  the  administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  who  is 
appointed  by  the  President  and  who  operates  under  the  directives 
and  confines  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act.  The  admins trator ,  alone, 
may  designate  certain  airspace  as  restricted  in  order  to  confine 
hazardous  activities  and  to  protect  nonparticipants ,  or  he  may 
revoke  that  designation.  He  may  assign  or  revoke  civilian  and 
military  joint -use  airspace  and  military  training  Toutes.  He  may 
issue  or  suspend  waivers  of  the  rules  which  regulate  airspeeds. 

He  may  confer  with  the  Department  of  Defense  or  any  other  govern¬ 
mental  agency  about  the  desirability  of  taking  these  actions. 
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What  he  cannot  do  is  abrogate  or  ignore  the  directions  of 
the  federal  Aviation  Act,  one  of  which  clearly  states  that,  when 
an  aircraft  activity,  conducted  in  special  use  airspace,  could 
affect  the  safety  of  persons  or  property  on  the  surface,  provision 
shall  be  made  for  their  protection. 

The  Navy  in  central  Nevada  and  the  Air  Force  in  Nevada, 

Utan,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas  are  now  proposing  just  such  an  activity, 

'I  heir  stated  justification  for  these  trespasses  is  the  need  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  national  defense  and  each  proposal  is  enforced  with  the 
written  statement  that  there  is  no  acceptable  alternative,  and 
with  the  oral  extortionary  threat  that  they  will  remove  themselves 
and  their  economic  support  if  the  community  frustrates  their  plans, 

In  recent  years,  the  military  organization  has  become  so 
influential  that  there  are  some  who  view  it  as  a  fourth  branch  of 
government  and  not  merely  as  an  agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  there  are  others  who  seem  to  feel  that  we  can  preserve  our  form 
of  government  by  ignoring  its  laws.  The  administrator  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  needs  to  be  reminded  of  his  responsibilities. 
Our  elected  representatives  should  make  every  effort  to 
assure  that  the  various  military  units  cooperate  with  each  other 
and  coorlinate  their  activities  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  the 
least  environmental  damage,  keeping  in  mind  that  the  inhabitants  of 
our  sparsely  populated  areas  also  make  substantial  contributions 
to  our  national  strength  and  character  and  are  entitled  to  the  same 
cons i der at i ons  as  those  who  live  in  more  populated  areas.  And,  in 
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t he  final  analysis,  if  it  is  determined  that  there  is  no  possible 
alternative  to  destroying  our  habitat  in  order  to  provide  a 
national  defense,  then  our  elected  representatives  should  come  tc 
us  and  explain  in  convincing  terms  why  this  must  be  so  and  what 
(  provisions  will  be  made  to  compensate  individuals  for  property 

destruction  and  devaluation  and  for  the  disruption  in  their  lives. 
And  again  Barbara,  thank  you  very,  very  much. 

Colonel  Casari  :  Thank  you  Nr  'Holmes.  Wc  have  been  moving 
with,  1  think,  a  very  good  dispatch  and  1  would  propose,  not  as  a 
reward  but  because  it  seems  appropriate  at  the  time,  perhaps  a  five 
minute  break  and  then  we'll  return. 

(Hearing  adiourned  at  2020  and  resumed 
at  2025.) 

Colonel  Cnsari:  Coinc  to  order.  Our  next  speaker  is 
Commissioner  Brent  Mdridgc  who  will  be  speaking  in  his  own  behalf 
and  not  on  behalf  of  the  county. 

Mr  Brent  Eldridgc:  I'm  Brent  Eldridge,  one  of  four 
brothers  who,  with  our  dad,  mother,  grandmother,  and  our  wives  and 
children  operate  a  cattle  ranch  beneath  the  southern  elipse  depicted 

5 

'st  in  the  bills.  1  speak  today  for  that  family. 

This  DEIS  has  one  major  flaw  which  is  evident  throughout. 

It  nearly  ignores  the  proposed  action's  negative  impacts  upon  the 
human  environment  while  expounding  incessantly  on  the  need  for  the 
training  area  expansion.  I  won't  argue  with  your  statements  of 
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need  for  adequate  training  areas,  but  1  take  exception  to  chosen  o 

a 

alternatives  which  are  driven  by  inadequate  environmental  analysis,  f 
Before  getting  into  the  errors  1  sec  in  this  document,  I'd  first 
like  to  dt  aw  some'  comparisons. 

The  present  supersonic  test  areas  and  the  proposed,  when 
combined,  would  total  approximately  6400  square  miles.  With  the 
adjoining  subsonic  training  areas  also  thrown  in,  the  whole  train¬ 
ing  area  would  total  over  16,000  square  miles  for  The  use  of  one 
Air  force  base.  1  note  that  the  nation  of  HI  Salvador  is  one-half 
that  size;  the  Balkan  Islands,  one-fourth;  Israel,  one-half; 

ts 

Lebanon,  one-fourth;  kwait,  one-fourth;  and  Nationalist  China, 
seven-eighths.  If,  indeed,  16,000  square  miles  is  a  minimum  size 
for  the  adequate  training  of  /vmerican  pilots,  1  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  that  we  must  choose  carefully  where  we  have  a  war.  In  many  of 
the  smaller  countries,  there  just  ain’t  room.  (Audience  applause) 

Since  the  DL1S  -  is  that  knocked  off  my  time?  (Laughter.) 

Colonel  Casar i :  No  sir. 

Mr  Eldridge;  Since  the  DEIS  addresses  subsonic  flight 
effects  somewhat,  I'll  state  for  the  Tecord  that  we've  seldom  beer 
offended  by  low-flying  fighters  over  the  last  twenty  years.  In 
fact,  we  usually  enjoy  them.  he  support  a  strong  defense,  a  mili¬ 
tary  force  that  can  stab,  shoot,  burn,  strafe,  and  bomb  with  the 
host  of  'em,  but  as  you  might  surmise,  vc  also  strongly  believe  in 
our  way  of  life  and  in  the  values  embraced  by  all  the  people  of 
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rural  Nevada  and  Utah.  he  live  here  for  definite  reasons  and  those 
reasons  arc  now  in  jeopardy.  At  1.2.1,  reference  is  made  to  a 
iaulty  LIS  finalized  in  November  1977  in  which  the  needs  and  impacts 
of  the  388th  Tactical  Tighter  Wing  and  others  were  underestimated. 

]  understand  that  the  same  type  mistakes  in  other  beddown  ElSs  for 
other  locations  arc  also  now  the  justification  for  similar  type 
expansions  of  training  areas  there.  1  feel  that,  indeed,  once  might  w> 

Ln 

oo 

have  been  an  honest  error,  hut  twice  would  indicate  to  me  a  design 
to  incrementally  gut  the  western  deserts.  The  people  of  Utah  and 
Nevada  may  have  offered  different  comment  in  1977  had  they  been 
advised  of  the  real  impacts  resulting  from  beddown  at  Hill.  This 
DT1S  seems  only  an  effort  to  legalize  what  may  have  been,  in  1977, 
and  may  still  be,  a  violation  of  NEPA  regulations. 

Also,  in  the  summary,  you  note  that  the  expected  levels  of  | 
overpressures  are  not  known  to  cause  any  health  hazards.  You 
haven't  said,  however,  whether  they  are  known  to  not  cause  any 
health  hazards.  You  should  address  the  long-term  effects  result¬ 
ing  from  loud,  intermittent  noise.  Average  noise  levels  in  a  city 
have  little  similarity  to  the  proposed  action.  1  recall  a  recent 
item  on  TV  news  which  described  the  reaction  brought  about  by  an 
evening  flight  of  the  Blackbird  over  Salt  Lake  City.  I  continue 
to  believe,  until  it's  proven  to  me  otherwise,  that  after  living 
several  years  at  5,000  feet  beneath  your  nominal  sonic  impact,  the 


350  people  there  won't  be  worth  protecting. 
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Following  are  errors  or  misleading  statements  made  in  the 
D1 IS  winch  indicate  the  overall  inadequacy  of  the  document. 

5.1.3:  An  attempt  is  made  here  to  depict  the  test  area  as 
an  almost  barren  desert  and  that's  very  incorrect.  Antelope,  Deep 
Creek  Spring,  and  Snake  Valleys  are  some  of  the  best  livestock 
winter  range  in  the  Intermountain  Kest.  1  know  of  no  instance 
where  the  scattered  grasses  are  not  suitable  for  grazing. 

3. 1.5.2:  Agriculture  is  indeed  an  important  land  use  in 
the  area,  contrary  to  your  supposition.  Native  meadows  and/or 
cultivated  crops  here  arc  cssentiai  to  almost  every  livestock 
operation  affected  by  this  proposal. 

3. 1.5. 3:  An  inference  that  mining  will  never  be  of  any 
greater  importance  in  the  area  than  it  is  now  is  misleading.  Sure, 
mining  operations  are  now  isolated  and  small  in  scale  but  that's  true 
of  any  area  before  a  decision  is  made  to  mine  some  new-found  deposit 
on  a  large  scale.  The  number  of  mining  claims  in  the  area  attest 
to  its  mineral  character. 

|  4. 1.2.1  and  the  two  following  sections:  You  note  that  noise 

created  by  subsonic  flight  is  insignificant.  I  agree.  You  could 
have  also  said  that  noise  created  by  nearby  supersonic  flight  is  damn 
significant  and  1  would  have  again  agreed.  But  you  didn't  and  I 
think  you  should.  You  mentioned  the  annoyance  factor,  and  then 
moderated  that.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  annoyance,  the  startled 
reaction  inherent  in  all  live  critters  is  the  issue.  Either 
address  its  effects  or  demonstrate  that,  because  of  lacking  or 
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inconclusive  evidence,  it  can't  be  addressed.  I’d  prefer  prior  tc 
any  implementation  or  further  advancement  toward  your  proposal  be 
proved  to  the  people  of  eastern  Nevada  and  western  Utah  what  really 
may  he  in  store  for  us.  It  doesn't  seem  unreasonable  to  ash  that 
you  send  your  F-lbs  here  for  a  few  passes  down  each  valley,  west 
oi  the  existing  supersonic  test  area,  at  Mach  2  to  2,4  and  5,000 
feet  AGL.  We'll  then  really  know  what  the  one-time  impact  is,  I 
suggest  Mach  2.4  because  that’s  what  the  aircraft  is  capable  of 
and  if  it's  capable,  wc ' 1 1  experience  it.  As  you  say  in  the  PEIS, 
pilots  shouldn't  have  to  constantly  monitor  the  airspeed  indicator. 
Ihanh  you  for  this  opportunity  To  comment. 


Colonel  Lasari:  Thanh  you,  Mr  Fldridge.  Mr  Charles 


1  as  1 ey . 


Mr  Charles  Easley:  My  name  is  Charles  Easley.  I'm  speak¬ 
ing  for  myself.  Being  a  layman  I  have  just  a  couple  of  questions 
I'd  like  to  ask  the  Air  Force,  and  after  a  quick  scan  of  the  sec¬ 
tional  charts  £ot  this  aTea,  for  Nevada,  1  counted  thirteen 
restricted  areas,  that's  already  restricted  airspace.  Realizing 
that  Hill  Air  Force  Base  is  outside  the  state,  I  would  like  to  ask 
why  can't  they  use  these  restricted  aTeas  that  we  cannot  fly  as 
private  pilots  in  now? 

Secondly,  1  counted  twelve  -  already  twelve  MOAs,  this 
military  operation  areas.  Why  do  we  have  to  have  a  supersonic 
this  close  to  us?  You've  already  taken  over  the  one  south  of  us 
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which  is  down  near  Vegas,  and  with  the  total  number  oh  routes, 
training  routes,  1  would  like  to  know  how  many  square  miles  of 
|  Nevada  space  the  military  already  had?  Can  you  answer  that?  And 

I 

[why  give  us  this  mess  next  door?  j 

That's  all  1  have  to  say  Colonel.  Thank  you.  < 

1 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  As  1  noted, 
if  there  is  any  opportunity  at  the  end  and  there  is  an  answer 
available  now,  we'll  try  to  got  it  in.  If  not,  these  matters  will 
he  addressed  in  the  final  TIS.  Mr  l.dwin  Robbins. 

Mr  lidwin  Robbins;  My  name  is  1,.  II.  Robbins.  I'm  from 
Dixie  Valley,  Nevada.  What  you  people  are  gonna  get,  we  already 
got,  only  different  color.  This  is  blue;  we  got  gray.  But  1 
want  to  tell  you  you're  not  alone.  The  gentlemen  up  here  need  it 
for  Hill  Air  force  Base.  We  were  just  down  in  Reserve  New  Mexico. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base  wants  Reserve.  They  have  two  places  in 
Arizona.  They  have  one  down  by  Valentine,  Texas,  The  Navy  has  a 
place  in  Yuma  and  Florida  to  train.  It  won't  be  very  long  before 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  up  in  Idaho  will  want  the  Paradise 
MOA.  If  you’ll  start  connecting  everyone  of  these  together,  you'll 
find  out  what  they're  really  after.  It's  just  -  you  got  the  head 
of  the  camel  under  the  tent  now.  Just  wait  till  a  little  later  on. 
This  whole  thing  is  gonna  be  one  vast  military  operating  aTea  which 
they'll  turn  into  a  supersonic. 
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The  Air  Jorcc ,  winch  ]  noted  here,  .said  -  ]  belicyc  one  of 
these  gentlemen  did  -  that  they  didn’t  know  of  any  damage  that  had 


been  done  to  any  individual  or  livestock  by  the  sonic  blasts.  This 
is  totally  incorrect.  When  we  were  down  at  Reserve,  New  Mexico  we 
talked  to  many  people  down  there .  An  Indian  out  on  the  Papago 
Indian  Reservation  was  thrown  from  his  wagon  by  the  US  Air  Force 
and  a  sonic  boom.  The  wagon  rolled  over  his  head.  He  is  now 
totally  blind.  To  me  that's  -  1  just  kind  of  wonder  who  they’re 
protecting.  If  they're  out  to  protect  me,  from  whom  arc  they  pro¬ 
tecting?  When  these  people  took  their  oath  of  office  they  swore 
to  uphold  and  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  What 
they're  going  to  do  to  you  is  inverse  condemnation.  They're  taking 
your  land,  the  use  that  you  have  for  it,  without  just  compensation. 

If  they're  saying  that  only  one  or  two  people  are  going  to 
be  annoyed  by  the  sonic  booms  when  they  get  to  the  ground,  if  that's 
the  case  why  then  they  ought  to  take  it  to  the  biggest  wilderness 
area  I  know  of  and  that's  Washington  DC,  And  to  only  allow  five 
minutes  on  a  subject  of  this  magnitude  to  the  people  here,  because 
this  is  going  to  directly  affect  your  lives,  is  absolutely 
ludicrous . 

They  state  -  I  used  to  work  for  the  Air  Force,  I'll  put 
this  down  so  it  goes  on  the  record,  I  worked  fer  the  Air  Force 
for  eleven  years.  I  worked  on  electronic  instruments.  I  worked 
on  the  F-111,1  worked  on  the  F-105,  on  the  106,  and  the  100,  1 
did  the  armament  systems  on  the  F-lll.  1  armed  and  disarmed  that 
I 
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aircraft.  1  did  the  pyrotechnics  on  it,  So  1  have  a  little  bit 
of  expert ise  in  it . 

Colonel  C.asar  i  :  Two  minutes, 

Mr  Robbins:  1  didn't  get  to  work  on  the  P-16.  This  is  a 
tactical  aircraft,  air-to-air  and  ground-to-air.  When  they  get  in 
their  three-dimensional  mode,  anytime  this  aircraft  changes  position 
in  a  supersonic  mode,  it  will  cause  a  super  boom  that  will  be  up  to 
twelvi  times  the  normal  of  what  these  people  are  telling  you,  it 
has  the  capabilities  of  blowing  windshields  out  of  cars.  They  did 
that  on  a  test  down  in  New  Mexico  -  blew  the  windshield  completely 
out  of  a  station  wagon. 

If  you  want  tourism,  you  better  think  about  this  proposal. 

In  Pixie  Valle,  to  date,  for  one  year  we've  10S  sonic  booms,  41 
bur. zings,  including  one  where  they  buzzed  out  school  bus.  The 
driver  saw  it  coming;  otherwise,  she  would  have  lost  control  of  the 
school  bus. 

On  March  2nd,  the  Navy  did  two  tests  with  an  F-14  at  5,000 
feet,  at  Mach  1.5,  to  give  us  a  register  of  what  this  would  be  like. 
'Ihe  first  was  a  straight  and  level  flight  and  it  was  pretty  awe 
inspiring.  The  second  one,  the  pilot  came  over  at  the  exact  same 
sliced,  same  altitude,  but  he  maneuvered.  He  focused  the  boom.  It 
put  a  29- inch  crack  in  our  school  house;  it  did  $900  worth  of 
damage  to  the  sheetrock  in  my  house.  My  wife  -  it  took  three  days 
for  her  to  calm  down.  She's  a  very  even-tempered  woman,  1  had  to 
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put  that  in.  You  people  are  really  in  for  hell.  Really,  Because 
this  is  only  the  tip.  It's  gonna  get  a  lot  worse.  The  aircraft  - 
everyone  of  these  aircraft  want  to  come  in  like  the  Israelis  do. 

The}'  have  the  highest  kill  rate.  Eighty  to  one  is  their  kill  rate. 
They  came  into  the  Bekaa  Valley  at  AGL  zero  supersonic  and  destroyed 
the  Syrian  missiles.  The  Air  Force  is  gonna  go  for  that.  If  they 
say  they're  gonna  tell  you  5,000  feet,  don't  believe  it.  That 
surface-to-air  missile  would  love  to  see  an  aircraft  at  5,000 
feet.  The  Navy  has  told  us  they  want  ground  zero.  Holloman  Air 
1 orce  Base  in  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico,  the  want  zero  but  they  said 
5,000.  If  they  can  get  5,000,  it's  only  a  step  down.  They  cannot 

control  an  aircraft  in  a  three-dimensional  dogfight.  He's  too  n> 

=0  5 
NO 

01  busy  after  his  adversary.  If  he  doesn’t  get  it  they  tell  him 

when  he  gets  home  and  he  gets  h.is  tail  end  in  the  can.  Geographi¬ 
cal  location  doesn't  mean  a  darn  to  him  except  to  run  into  it. 

What  you're  gonna  get  is  what  we're  getting  already.  So  I'd 
advise  you,  real  careful.  Take  a  long  look  because  your  peace  and 
quiet,  your  tourism,  and  ycuT  economy  won't  be  here  tomorrow. 

Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you,  Mr  Robbins.  Mrs  Lucille  Isbel. 

Mrs  Lucille  Isbel;  I'd  just  like  to  say,  a  few  years  ago, 
about  1980,  I  was  going  to  Las  Vegas  and  1  was  just  below  Cal  rente, 
and  this  plane,  army  plane,  zoomed  down  and  I  thought  he  was  going 
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to  crash,  and  naturally,  if  1  hadn't  had  a  strong  heart,  1  wouldn't 
be  here  now.  But  anyway,  he  was  zooming  my  car  and  then  he  went  on 
down  a  ways  and  he  turned  bach  and  zoomed  again  and  1  swear  he 
wasn't  over  200  feet  over  my  car.  Now  this  is  what  we're  going  to 


have  now, 


Colonel  Casar i :  Thank  you,  Mrs  Isbel.  Mrs  Dorothy  A. 


Schott, 


Mrs  Dorothy  A,  Schotz:  I  would  just  like  to  share  with 
vou  a  short  article  from  the  -- 


Colonel  Casari:  Excuse  me,  one  moment  please 


Mrs  Schotz:  (The  microphone  was  adjusted,)  1  would  like 
to  share  with  you,  a  short  article  from  the  December  issue  of 
Prevention  Magazine,  I'm  sure  a  good  many  of  you  know  this  maga¬ 
zine.  It's  or.  our  health. 

Airport  noise  may  cause  heart  disorders.  First  came  news 

that  excessive  noise  such  as  that  from  jet  takeoffs  and  landings  ^ 

> 

could  elevate  blood  pressure.  Now  a  new  study  shows  that  airport  w 
noise  can  directly  increase  the  risk  of  death  from  cardiovascular 

"N 

s disorders.  Mortality  statistics  for  200,000  residents  in  two 
communities  in  the  bos  Angeles  International  Airport  area  were 
compared  by  University  of  California  at  bos  Angeles  engineer, 

William  Meeken,  PhD,  and  Research  Associate,  Neal  Shaw.  The  test 
area  was  a  region  adjacent  to  the  airport,.  The  other  community, 
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similar  in  racial  makeup,  lifestyle,  and  social  economic  factors, 
lies  directly  south  of  that  region.  The  only  difference  between 
the  two  areas  was  in  the  average  exposure  to  noise.  hrs  Meeken 
and  Si  aw  found  significant  differences  between  the  death  rates 
from  tii<’  two  areas.  The  data  revealed  that  among  residents  75 

•  years  of  age  and  older,  heart  attack,  and  stroke  death  rates  were 

g 

v>  IS  percent  higher  in  the  noisier  region.  A  60  percent  greater 

(M 

incidence  of  violent  death,  including  murders,  suicides,  and  auto 

M' 

accidents  was  also  reported  among  this  age  group.  Also  suicides 
among  45  to  54  year  olds  were  double  the  figure  of  the  quieter 
aica. 

The  noise  from  nets  in  the  test  area  measured  at  least  90 
decibals,  a  level  at  which  industrial  workers  must  wear  hearing 
protection  to  prevent  permanent  damage.  The  excessive  exposure  to 
noise  apparently  produces  a  high  degree  of  tension  which,  in  turn, 
increases  risk  of  high  blood  pressure.  The  fact  that  planes  fly 
overhead  constantly  makes  the  residents  angry,  Meekcn  says.  The 
combination  of  anger  and  fear  may  be  a  contributing  factor  to  ten- 

^  sion.  because  older  people  are  weaker,  they  are  more  susceptible 

C\t 

to  resulting  disorders.  We  have  dramatic  increases  in  suicide 
rates  within  the  middle-age  group,  Meekcn  says.  My  belief  is  that 
a  similar  pattern  exists  among  o^her  age  groups  but  more  research 
would  have  to  be  done  to  make  the  figures  statistically  significant. 

Colonel  Casari  :  Two  minutes. 

Mrs  Schotz:  Thank  you.  While  there  wouldn't  be  the  numbers 
and  so  forth,  it  still  has  a  very  grave  lelationship  to  noise. 
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Noise  can  be  extremely  annoying  and  I'm  sure  many  of  us  agree  to 
that  . 

Nov.  there's  just  one  question  J  have  as  a  private  citizen, 
Kith  the  type  of  war,  please  God,  it's  not  going  to  come  to  this 
country,  after  viewing,  that  horrible  movie  on  ABC,  what  would  these 
little  gnats  have  to  do  in  relationship  with  the  big  buzzards  that 
Moscow  is  sending  from  their  nests?  1  don't  understand.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you,  Mrs  Shotz,  Mr  Gene  McCann, 

Mr  Gene  McCann:  Thank  you  Colonel,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

It  has  already  been  somewhat  explained  why  we,  from  Dixie  Valley, 
a  small  contingent  are  visiting  your  area  tonight,  3  think  that's 
pretty  obvious  now  that  we  do  have  a  common  problem. 

In  Tegard  to  the  sonic  booms  and  their  effect  on  human 
psyche,  I  was  in  the  Air  Force  also  during  World  WaT  II.  1  served 
a  hitch  overseas  in  a  B-24  bomber  crew,  1  can  remember  delivering 
many  loads  of  bombs;  1  saw  the  devastation,  the  destruction  of 
bombs.  1  also  was  on  the  receiving  end  a  few  times  where  1  was 
caught  above  ground,  not  able  to  reach  a  bomb  shelter  during 
German  bomber  attacks  on  my  area.  1  was  stationed  up  on  the  Wash 
in  bngland  with  the  93rd  Bomb  Group  and  1  remember  very  well  the 
traumatic  effect  of  bombs  exploding  quite  some  distance  away  from 
where  I  happened  to  be.  You  didn't  have  to  have  shrapnel  flying 
around  to  wet  your  pants,  1  don't  like  to  be  too  melodramatic 
about  this,  but  I  do  want  to  tell  you  1  relate  sonic  booms  to  many 
of  these  bomb  blasts  that  1  experienced  myself. 
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The  Aii  Force,  in  its  summary  of  what  it's  proposing,  seems 
to  play  down  tremendously  thr  effect  of  some  booms.  Over  there  in 
bixie  Valley,  1  wonder  if  they're  using  a  different  kind  of  sonic 
booms.  It  makes  me  shudder  when  1  hear  one  occasionally.  This  is 
just  one  every  so  often,  rot  25  or  30  a  day.  When  the  Air  Force  - 
if  the  Air  Force  gets  it  proposal  through  and  this  area  is  subjected 
to  this  1,050  sorties  in  a  month's  time,  you  can  bet  on  it.  You  will 
have  many  sonic  booms  and  they  are  not  going  to  be  this  little  thing 
that  doesn't  disturb  anybody.  I  consider  myself  just  an  average 
person  but  1  can  --  1  shake  a  little  hit  when  I  hear  these  things. 

1  think  I’ve  talked  enough  on  sonic  booms  but  I  would  like  to  touch 
on  something  concerning  the  Constitution. 


Colonel  Casari;  Two  minutes. 


Mr  McCann:  You  may  or  may  not  realize  that  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  is  a  limiting  document  which  must  have  been  God  sent  by  the 
founders,  the  writers  of  our  Constitution;  however,  it  mainly  keeps 
the  government  off  our  backs  -  the  government  in  any  form.  It  is 
up  to  us  to  watch  what  is  going  on,  study  that  Constitution.  Many 
of  us  haven’t  read  the  Constitution  since  school  days.  Well,  1 
think  that's  tragic.  There  could  be  a  tremendous  loss  to  the 
country  if  too  many  people  do  not  know  what,  their  protection  is 
under  the  Constitution.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  Mr  Ray 
Blackford.  And  permit  me  also  to  apologize  to  the  previous 
speaker  for  the  distraction  which  occurred  which  I  was  unfortunately 

unable  to  prevent.  For  the  record,  the  one  microphone  slipped  from 
the  stand.  Please  proceed  sir. 
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Mr  Ray  Blackford:  I'm  Ray  Blackford.  I  also  am  from 
Dixie  Valley.  These  coats  -  Dixie  Free  Militia  on  it.  The  reason 
ve  are  wearing  these  coats  is,  we  as  individuals,  had  no  voice  in 
fighting  the  Navy.  We  had  to  band  together  and  so  we  chose  this 
name,  Dixie  Free  Militia,  as  a  group  to  oppose  the  Navy  from  des¬ 
troying  our  valley.  That's  why  we  have  them. 

A  while  back,  my  wife  and  1  came  to  the  valley  to  retire 

there.  We  love  Dixie  Valley.  It's  a  beautiful  place.  It's  quiet 

Wc  have  artesian  wells.  1  was  managing  for  awhile  a  beefalo  ranch 
The  Navy  came  in  and  started  a  proposal  of  the  supersonic  area. 
Since  then  I  have  seen  the  cattle  wildly  stampeding  in  the  corral; 
wo  have  seen  goats  drop  kids  prematurely  shortly  after  sonic  booms 
As  lid  mentioned,  after  the  testing,  it  was  upsetting  to  the  commun 

ity.  We  feel  that  we  are  literally  in  a  war  zone.  The  worst  part, 

of  it  is,  it  hasn't  even  started  yet.  These  are  merely  the  viola¬ 
tions;  these  are  the  things  that  the  Navy  has  done  to  us  before 
they  have  started  their  supersonic  operations  and  I'm  begging  you 
please  write  to  your  Congressman,  to  your  Representatives.  Stay 
behind  your  people  that  represent  you.  Keep  in  contact  with  'em 
because  this  is  the  only  way  that  you  can  fight  them.  Take  the 
Air  Force  to  the  courts.  Tie  them  up  in  the  courts.  That’s  what 
we're  doing.  So  either  take  it  in  the  courts  or  through  your 
elected  officials.  I  believe  this  is  the  way  that  you're  going 
to  win.  Thank  you. 
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Colonel  Casari  : 


Thank  you,  Mr  Blackford.  Mr  Bruce  Polk, 


Mr  Bruce  Polk:  As  you  can  see,  I’m  also  a  refugee  from 
Dixie  Valley.  During  the  break  tonight  I  was  standing  back  there 
and  I  heard  somebody  sav  something  about,  those  guys  from  Pixie 
Valley.  What  are  they  doing  here?  They're  in  enough  trouble 
already.  And  as  you  heard  tonight,  why  wo  do  have  some  problems 
out  there,  thanks  to  the  Navy. 

he  moved  to  Dixie  Valley  a  fee  years  ago  and  we  were  still 
working  in  California  and  trying  to  move  back  to  Nevada  after  being 
gone  for  fifteen  years  and  selling  real  estate,  in  California  and 
trying  to  bring  Californians  over  to  Nevada  to  get  out  of  that  mess 
oicr  there,  and  we  had  about  four  parcels  of  land  in  Dixie  Valley 
that  we  thought  that  we  would  sell,  as  an  added  income.  Besides 
we  have  our  own  little  farm  there.  And  I  believe  it  was  about  the 
end  of  about  1980,  1  put  an  ad  in  the  newspaper  in  some  small 
papers  around  northern  California  and  I  immediately  sold  a  10-acre 
parcel  for  $17,000.  This  was  in  1980,  And  as  Mr  Blackford  just 
told  you,  we  have  a  beautiful  valley  there,  1  mean  it's  3500  feet 
elevation,  ideal  growing  ares,  artesian  wateT.  We  have  two  tremen¬ 
dous  wells  on  our  property.  We  just  turn  on  a  spigot  and  there's 
the  water.  We  have  fruit  trees.  This  is  not  a  commercial  trying 
to  sell  you  property.  I'm  just  trying  to  tell  you  how  desirable 
this  area  is. 

Again  in  about  1981,  we  decided  well,  we  would  sell  another 
parcel,  so  I  ran  some  more  ads  in  some  little  throw-away  papers 
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around  northern  California.  The  first  call  1  got  was  from  Napa, 
California,  An  individual  called  and  they  said,  where  is  this? 

You  say  northeast  of  Fallon,  Nevada,  a  place  called  Dixie  Valley, 
lie  said,  oh,  1  heard  about  that.  Somebody  told  me  that  the  Navy's 
there  taking  everybody's  land  away  from  'em.  Now  that  was  just 
rumor,  of  course.  Now  that's  the  way  real  estate  values  go.  After 
that  1  heard  comments  such  as,  oh  yeah,  you're  in  the  valley  there 
where  the  Navy's  bombing  you,  or  you’re  in  a  place  there  where  the 
sonic  booms  are  wiping  out  your  homes.  Yeah,  we  don't  want  any 
part  of  that. 

About  three  months  ago.  some  people  from  southern  Califor¬ 
nia  -  1  got  them  through  an  ad  -  an  old  ad  that  they  happened  to 
pick  up,  and  they  called  and  they  said,  well,  we  want  to  come  up 
and  look  at  Dixie  Valley.  So  they  came  up  and  they  looked  and  they 
really  liked  the  ten-acre  parcel  that  1  had  there,  but  being  a 
truthful  person  as  1  like  to  be,  and  1  said,  there’s  one  thing  I've 
got  to  tell  you.  I've  got  to  tell  you  about  the  problems  we  have 
with  the  Navy.  And  then  I  went  on  to  tell  him  that  we  are  on  the 
edge  of  this  SOA  axea  and  what  could  happen  and  what  is  proposed  to 
happen.  He  says,  yeah,  now  you  talk  about  it,  now  1  remember 
something  about  that.  He  says,  you  know,  frankly  we  like  it  here 
but  we're  down  in  an  area  where  we've  been  pushed  around  by  the 
military  for  years  in  southern  California  and  we  just  really  don't 
want  anything  more  to  do  about  it. 

Colonel  Casari :  Two  minutes. 
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Mr  Polk:  So,  all  1  have  to  say  is,  if  you  think  that  your 
property  will  not  be  impacted  economically,  or  your  real  estate 
values  will  not  be  hurt,  when  Nevada  has  been  one  of  the  fastest 
growing  states  in  the  union  per  capita  last  year,  and  it's  kind  of 
a  state  where  people  want  to  get  away  and  do  their  own  thing,  why 
iust  think  twice  before  you  allow  this  to  come  into  your  area. 


Col  one  1  Casar i :  Thank  you  Mr  hoik.  Mr  Jack  Pulton. 


Mr  Jack  Fulton:  My  name  is  Jack  Fulton  and  1  represent 
myself  as  a  private  individual.  But  first  of  all,  I'd  like  to 
also  be  recognized  as  a  military  pilot  and  I  fly  for  the  Individual 
Ready  Reserve,  and  I'm  a  senior  aviator  in  the  Army.  And  I'd  like 
to  support  the  Air  Force  in  the  fact  that  3  understand  the  needs 
for  the  training  areas  -  the  needs  to  train  our  pilots.  Our  Air 
Force  isn't  out  there  to  harass  us  or  they're  not  specifically 
designed  to  run  us  off  the  road  or  give  us  sonic  booms  or  make 
life  miserable  for  us,  but  these  pilots  are  out  there  to  train. 

And  1  will  admit  that  there  are  some  irresponsible  pilots  that  do 
break  the  rules  a  little  bit,  but  1  am  supportive  of  the  Air  Force 
efforts  to  get  more  airspace. 

Now  let  me  turn  my  card  over  because  I  live  here  and  1 
don't  think  that  this  is  the  airspace  they  really  need.  There's 
some  inconsistencies  that  I'd  like  to  point  out  that  we  see  right 
here.  1  have  a  publication  here  that's  a  news  Teleasc  from  9th  of 
November  and  it  shows  here  that  the  -  on  mine,  that  the  actual 
restricted  area  is  inside  of  the  MOA  and  it  was  my  understanding 
earlier  that  what  they  were  going  to  say  about  the  supersonic  area 


-I  ■’  - 


121 
D- 397 


270  Cont 


was,  all  wo  wanted  to  do  was  have  the  MOA  -  have  permission  to  fly 
faster  in  the  MOA,  but  this  publication  shows  proposed  restricted 
area  configuration  which  splits  that  MOA  and  gives  us  half  restricted 
area  and  half  MOA.  h'hat  this  means  to  me,  as  a  pilot  out  there,  is 
that  I'm  still  faced  with  the  fact  that  I'm  going  to  he  dealing  with 
supersonic  aircraft  in  the  MOA,  as  well  as  underneath  the  MOA,  at 
the  5,000  foot  buffer,  which  also  there  are  publications  out  that 
say  that  this  restricted  area  will  go  down  to  100  foot  AGL,  .inside 
this  restricted  area.  So  1  see  some  inconsistencies  in  what  we're 
gettin'  here  in  publications  and  what  we're  being  demonstrated  here. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  remind  the  folks  what  happened  out 
here  three  years  ago  with  the  -  what  were  there,  three  military 
pilots  -  within  less  than  a  mile  from  here,  we  still  have  a  big 
charred  mark  on  the  ground  and  a  crater  out  there  from  the  impact 
of  the  F-4  and  the  two  lads  that  were  killed  out  there.  So  that's 
irresponsibility  on  some  of  our  military  pilots  which  doesn't  look 
very  well  when  the  Air  Force  comes  up  here  and  presents  us  with 
this  situation. 

As  far  as  access  to  the  restricted  area  as  it  stands  right 
now,  I've  made  the  trip  from  Ely  to  Salt  Lake  pc.  ,,^,'5  sixty  times 
in  the  last  three  years,  and  I've  only  had  one  time  permission  to 
go  direct  route  through  Clover  Control,  and  a  direct  route  from 
Ely  to  Salt  Lake,  so  all  other  times,  as  an  air-taxi  pilot  and 
commercial  pilot  flying  VFR,  I've  had  to  go  to  Wendover  or  to 
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Delta  and  around,  adding  time  to  my  leg  and  also  expense  to  my 
customers . 

Colonel  Casari:  Two  minutes. 

Mr  Fulton:  1  also  want  to  point  out  the  size  of  the  area 
that's  proposed.  It's  about  50  by  90  miles  in  change  of  this 
aspect,  and  to  put  this  into  timewise  at  Mach  1,  it's  about  seven 
minutes  of  flight  time  and  at  Mach  2.5,  it's  about  three  minutes 
| o r  flight  time.  So  if  the  three  minutes  of  flight  time  for  that 
pilot  is  valuable  training,  where's  the  tradeoff  as  far  as  the 
i ncomven i cncc  for  the  hundreds  of  people,  and  the  additional  three 
minutes  of  training  for  that  particular  pilot  at  those  speeds? 

That's  all  1  have  sir. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thunk  you  very  much.  Thank  you  Mr  Fulton. 

1  believe  it's  Mr  A.  I.,  1  hope  1  have  the  middle  initial  correct, 
d  o )’  . 

Mr  A.  2.  doy:  How  can  you  forget  a  complicated  name  like 
that?  (Laughter  from  the  audience.) 

I'd  like  to  read  a  resolution  that  the  Nevada  Cattlemen's 
Association,  Nevada  Woo  1  growers  adopted  at  the  joint  convention 
here  at  lily  on  November  lbth. 

Whereas  the  US  Air  Force  lias  declared  the  need  of  a  super¬ 
sonic  test  and  training  range  within  useful  flight  time  and  distance 
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from  Hill  Air  force  Base,  Utah  and  whereas  the  proposed  action  will 
withdraw  and  restrict  that  airspace  adjacent  to  the  already  exten¬ 
sive,  existing  military  operation  area  in  northwestern  Utah,  and 
will  also  extend  into  eastern  portion  of  Elko  and  White  Pine 
Counties  of  Nevada,  and  whereas  supersonic  booms  are  known  to  cause 
physical  damage  to  property  and  serious  health  hazards  to  people 
and  their  livestock,  and  whereas  the  closure  will  restrict  all 
other  aviation  used  within  the  proposed  area  in  a  state  already 
extensively  burdened  by  restricted  areas; 

Therefore,  he  it  resolved  the  Nevada  Cat tlemen ' s  Association 
opposes  this  proposed  action  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  PAA,  and 
urge  their  consideration  of  other  alternatives. 

I'd  like  to  say  one  thing.  You  people  gave  us  the  DEIS 
to  read.  1  refer  you  to  the  August  issue  of  the  Reader's  Digest. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you,  Nr  Joy.  Nr  Russ  McOmber. 

Mr  Russ  McOmher:  Thank  you  Colonel.  I'll  be  very,  very 
brief.  I  think  when  1  looked  at  the  things  on  the  charts  up  here, 
and  I  don't  really  understand  these,  but  I  do  understand  the  one 
thing  that  says  "people,"  and  I  represent  youngsters  as  Superinten¬ 
dent  of  the  Schools,  and  presently  we're  under  fire  throughout  the 
nation.  We're  becoming  a  political  issue  for  the  first  time,  which 
is  probably  the  most  positive  thing  that's  happened  to  education. 
People  are  concerned  about  what's  happening  to  their  most  important 
resource,  which  is  their  children. 
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We  just  had  a  recent  report  called,  "Nation  at  Risk," 
which  tells  us  very  explicitly  that  our  young  people  are  important 
to  us.  My  concern,  and  the  concern  of  every  educator  probably  in 
this  state  or  any  other  state,  is  disruption  -  I’m  sorry,  annoyance. 
If  a  youngster  becomes  an  annoyance  in  the  classroom,  we  remove  him. 
It's  pretty  hard  to  remove  a  jet  airplane  and  those  annoyances, 
however  slight,  are  disruptive  to  the  educational  process.  And  1 
can't  see  how  we  can  possibly  continue  in  any  way  educating  our 
youngster  when  we're,  pardon  the  expression,  constantly  annoyed. 
Thank  you  very  much  Colonel. 

Colonel  Casar i :  Thank  you  Mr  McOmber.  Is  Mr  Bob  Marcum 
here?  Mr  Marcum  will  read  a  statement  of  Mr  A1  Stone,  and  as  he 
is  very  next  on  the  list  -  1  believe  1  have  this  order  correct  - 
he  will  then  address  you  in  his  own  behalf.  Thank  you  sir. 

Mr  Rob  Marcum  reading  for  Mr  A3  Stone:  This  statement's 
on  tiie  behalf  of  the  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  A1  Stone  was 
scheduled  to  give  it  to  you  this  evening.  He’s  a  director  in 
that  organization.  Now  he's  out  in  the  back  country  someplace. 

In  any  case,  this  is  signed  by  the  President  of  the  Nevada  Wild¬ 
life  1'ederat  ion  ,  Andy  Leach. 

After  careful  review  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  DEIS, 
the  Nevada  Wildlife  3-'edcration  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  pro¬ 
posal.  We  would  be  in  favor  of  alternatives  B,  C,  or  D  as 
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addressed  on  page  11  of  the  DEIS.  On  page  4,  that's  IV,  the  DL1S 
states,  "Environmental  impacts  are  considered  minimall)’  in  all 
respects  except  the  noise  resulting  from  sonic  boom  activity.” 

At  the  rate  of  100  to  125  sonic  booms  per  day,  the  Federation  feels 
that  this  is  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment. 

The  DEIS  states  on  page  5  that  questions  on  long-term  pro-  j 
tracted  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  (of  wildlife)  remain  to  be  j 
studied.  On  page  46  of  the  DEIS  we  read,  "One  study  indicated 
that  the  Sooty  Tern  reproduction  rates  were  severely  reduced  when 
t he  eggs  were  exposed  to  intense  sonic  booms."  The  Federation 
wi.hcs  to  point  out  that  the  proposed  area  is  some  of  our  finest 
deer  winter  range.  What  will  the  sonic  booms  do  to  the  rut 
and  what  effect  will  the  stress  of  the  booms  have  on  the  pregnant 
does?  Kill  this  stress  result  in  a  higher  fawn  mortality?  The 
PI.  1 S  states  on  page  46,  "The  most  delicate  and  sensitive  behavior 
of  animals  is  that  associated  with  the  biological  reproduction." 

Also  cr  importance  to  ns  is  the  fact  that  the  valleys  of 
the  proposed  areas  arc  among  Nevada's  finest  trophy  antelope 
habitat.  Kill  the  booms  interfere  with  antelope  reproduction  or 
will  the  booms  make  them  more  vulnerable  to  hunters? 

Quoting  from  the  DEIS,  page  59,  "Recreational  activities 
now  taking  place  in  the  land  area  beneath  the  proposed  supersonic 
flight  airspace  arc  of  outdoor  wilderness  experience  nature." 
Activities  include  hunting.  Inking,  camping,  etc.  These  are 
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activities  where  the  values  of  unspoiled  nature  are  deliberately 
sought.  Because  of  the  remoteness  of  the  area,  the  total  number  of 
people  participating  in  these  activities  is  expected  to  be  small. 

The  Federation  wishes  to  point  out  that  in  our  arid  and 
harsh  state,  areas  of  this  nature  are  scarce.  Our  population's 
growing  rapidly,  perhaps  more  rapidly  -  most  rapidly  in  the  nation 
and  recreational  demands  on  this  area  will  increase  significantly. 

The  White  Pine  Power  Project  DT.1S  of  October  *83  cites 
the  preferred  location  of  the  generating  plant  in  North  Stepto 
Valley.  This  site  is  less  than  50  miles  from  the  proposed  opera¬ 
tions  area.  The  White  Pine  Power  Project  DEIS  states  on  page  10, 
and  that's  X,  "At  the  peak  of  construction,  the  total  population 
of  White  Pine  County  will  be  nearly  50  percent  more  than  its 
projected  level  w'ithin  -  without  White  Pine  Power  Project.  The 
increased  population  will  place  an  increased  demand  on  outdoor  j 


recreat  .ion . 

The  Federation  wishes  to  discuss  one  final  point,  that 
being  raptors.  According  to  the  BLM  Draft  Kells  Resource  Manage¬ 
ment  Plan  and  EIS  of  major  significance  in  the  Gosiute  WSA,  that's 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  5,000  to  6,000  raptors,  including  gose 
hawks  and  golden  and  bald  eagles,  have  been  observed  migrating 
south  each  fall.  This  docs  not  include  the  resident  raptors. 

What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  supersonic  booms  on  these  raptors? 
Will  the  booms  alter  their  forage  supply?  Will  the  booms  disturb 
nesting  and  reproduction?  That  is  the  statement  from  the  Nevada 
Wildlife  Federation. 
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Colonel  Casari ;  Thank  you  sir.  You  may  proceed  w;<th  your 
statement,  if  you  choose. 

Mr  Bob  Marcum:  I'm  not  actually  representing  tnyself.  I'm 
the  President  of  the  New  White  Pine  Sportsman's  Club  and  the  Club 
would  like  to  read  into  the  record  a  comment. 


"1 


The  New  White  Pine  Sportsman's  Club  is  a  White  Pine  County 
organization  with  55  members  in  Ply  and  McGill,  Nevada,  We  have 
carefully  reviewed  the  DF.IS  for  the  establishment  of  the  Gandy 
Range  Intension.  We  arc  strongly  opposed  to  this  proposal.  We  are 
not  opposed  to  alternatives  b,  c,  or  d,  as  stated  on  page  ii.  Our 
concerns  arc  primarily  in  two  areas  of  predicted  problems. 

First  is  our  strong  concern  on  the  potential  detrimental 
effect  on  all  wildlife,  including  feral  horses.  Page  roman 
numeral  V  states  that  questions  on  long-term  protracted  exposure 
and  sublevel  responses  remain  to  be  studied  for  wildlife.  The 
Nevada  ground  areas  involved  are  substantially  used  for  the  hunting 
of  mule  deer  and  antelope.  Mule  deer  hunting  takes  place  in  the 
foothills  and  mountains;  antelope  hunting  takes  place  on  the  valley 
floors.  It  is  our  experience  that  these  two  big  game  animal  specie 
are  extremely  difficult  to  approach  after  a  sonic  boom.  There  is 
no  question  that  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  will  have  a  detrimental 
effect  on  big  game  hunting  in  the  area.  The  sonic  boom  effect  on 
small  game  and  jionconsumpti ve  wildlife  is  also  believed  to  be 
detrimental . 
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The  second  area  of  strong  concern  is  the  undesirable  impact 
of  sonic  booms  on  persons  using  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  area  for 
recreation.  Subject  land  is  regularly  used  in  spring,  summer,  and 
fall  for  primitive  bach -country  recreation  and  sonic  booms  will 
Impair  this  experience.  While  subject  US  governmental  BLM  is 
managed  for  multiple  use,  it.  is  out  strong  position  that  the  proposed 
Gandy  Range  Extension  would  impose  an  undesirable  environmental 
effect  on  all  species  of  wildlife  and  on  recreational  users  of  this 
land.  Thanh  you. 


Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  sir.  Mr  Joy  Bybee. 


Mr  Joy  Bybee:  As  Chairman  of  the  White  Pine  Tourism  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  I'd  like  to  just  pass  on  a  - 
that  we  would  like  to  express  our  feeling  from  the  Tourism  Committee. 

The  White  Pine  Chamber  of  Commerce  Tourism  Committee  would 
like  to  express  its  concerns  over  the  proposed  Gandy  Range  Exten¬ 
sion  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  of  the  area  for  the  super¬ 
sonic  flight  training. 

The  Tourism  Committee  is  working  to  promot  1  tourism  in 
White  Pine  County  and  increase  the  tourist  trade.  The  committee 
recognizes  that  our  area  has  great  and  potential  tourist  through¬ 
out  this  scenic,  beautiful,  and  historic  sites  and  recreational 
opportunities.  Increased  tourist  trade  can  have  a  substantial  and 
a  very  positive  impact  on  the  area's  economy.  The  proposed  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  supersonic  training  site  may  be  very  detrimental  to 
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our  efforts  in  three  ways.  The  increase  in  military  flights  over 
the  area  decreases  the  potential  for  civilian  flights  through  the 
restricted  airspace,  making  it  more  difficult  for  our  civilian 
traveler?  to  come  to  Ely.  One  of  the  county's  greatest  assets  for 
to  increase  our  outdoor  recreational  facilities.  We  have  millions 
oi  square  miles  in  the  back  country  waiting  to  be  used.  The 
increase  in  sonic  booms  will  reduce  the  appeal  of  these  back 
country  to  a  tourist.  The  Spring  Valley,  Mt  Wheeler,  Mt  Moriah 
and  the  east  side  of  the  county  for  outdoor  recreational  use. 

The  county  attracts  hundreds  of  visitors  every  year  to 
hunt,  fish  each  year.  The  negative  effect  of  the  increased  sonic 
booms  in  the  areas  wildlife  are  not  known  and  not  have  been  fully 
explored . 
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White  Pine  County,  at  the  present,  suffers  a  high  unemploy¬ 
ment  and  unstable  economic  conditions.  Increased  tourist,  we 
believe  in  this  area,  is  one  way  to  generate  jobs,  income  for  our 
county  residents.  The  extension  of  the  Gandy  Range  and  adjacent 
restricted  airspace  for  subsonic  flights  and  training  will  provide  - 
will  not  provide  any  direct  or  indirect  economic  benefit  to  our 
area . 


The  committee  feels  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact.  State¬ 
ment  has  not  been  adequately  addressed  to  the  economic  impacts  of 
the  White  Pine  County  and  we  are  opposed  to  the  extension  of  a 
supersonic  training  site. 


Colonel  Casar i :  Thank  you  Mr  Bybee.  Mr  Scott  L.  Anderson. 
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Mr  Scotv  L.  Ar.Llcr.son:  I’m  from  a  small  community  just 
a  little  cast  ol’  you  here.  1 ‘m  approximately  20  miles  south  of 
this  area  and  1  felt  that  maybe  I  should  say  a  few  things.  1 
think  most  of  them  have  been  adequately  covered  already. 

One  of  the  things  i  don’t  feel  has  been  addressed  are 
those  people  that  are  living  in  the  area.  In  the  statement  that  - 
the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  says  there’s  350  people  out 
there.  1  wonder  who  went  out  there  and  counted  them.  We  surely 
didn't  see  anybody  out  counting  heads. 

The  other  problem  that  I  see  is  that  we  have  three  schools 
in  the  area  that  1  don't  think  have  even  been  considered,  1  didn't 
read  anything  about  them  in  the  statement.  1  -  as  illiterate  as  1 
may  seem  at  this  time  -I  am  somewhat  nervous,  1  have  to  admit,  but 
1  come  from  a  family  that  -  my  mother  is  a  teacher,  my  sister  is  a 
teacher,  my  mother-in-law  is  a  teacher,  and  X  even  married  a 
teacher.  Now  if  that  doesn't  show  up,  1  think  I  have  a  little  bit 
of  an  idea  of  the  effect  of  this  kind  of  flying  on  the  kids.  And 
when  the  kids  go  over  they  all  think  that's  neat,  but  they  are  not 
trained.  And  1  am  a  pilot,  okay?  And  1  have  -  well,  I  should  say 
we  have  an  airstrip  that  is  in  this  MOA,  We  aTe  off  the  end  of  it. 
he  regularly  have  fighter  aircraft  flying  ovei .  I'm  afraid  that  I 
don't  have  a  good  enough  -  I'm  not  fast  enough  to  tell  whether 
they're  Navy  or  if  they're  Air  Force  airplanes.  All  I  know  is 
they  come  over  and  they  think  the  corral  is  a  neat  place  to  buzz. 
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Well  that  corral  happens  to  be  my  livelihood.  Now  if  that  doesn't 
count,  I  want  to  know  who's  going  to  make  that  determination. 

In  the  EIS,  they  state  that  the  Air  Force  will  reimburse 
those  claims  that  they  find  to  be  -  I'm  sorry,  1  forget,  1  didn't 
write  it  down  -  anyway  they  want  'em  validated.  I'm  curious  as  to 
who's  going  to  make  that  determination.  They  say  that  it  has  to 
be  -  they'll  give  you  the  fair  value  of  the  replacement  cost  of 

KJ 
VI 

the  window.  Kell,  1  wonder  if  they're  going  to  pay  that  glass  man 
to  come  out  and  replace  that  window.  Is  he  going  to  pay  me  for  the 
amount  of  time  that  that  window  is  out  while  I'm  waiting  to  write 
the  letter  to  the  glass  man  that  I  need  a  window  replaced  and  then 
for  him  to  get  the  time  to  come  out?  All  that  time,  here  we've 
got  a  piece  of  wax  paper  up  in  the  window  holdin'  the  breezes  out. 

Colonel  Casari;  Two  minutes. 

Mr  Anderson ;  The  other  thing  I'd  like  to  address  is  -  it 
says  there's  no  impact  on  aviation  in  the  area,  1  like  to  fly  in 
that  area.  I  fly  at  approximately  100  to  120  miles  an  houT,  Well 
we  have  our  flyboys  coming  through  there  and  I  suspect  that  I  would 
^  lose  any  race  with  them.  I  can  look  out  for  myself  and  1  can  look 
out  for  the  fellow  that's  approaching  me  if  he's  in  another  general 
aviation  airplane.  1  can't  lcok  and  make  my  circle  just  before  I 
take  off  and  clear  the  area,  and  when  I  take  off,  by  the  time  1 
reach  the  point  where  1 'm  a  hundred  feet  in  the  air,  that  fella  lias 
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come  over  the  hill  in  bach  of  me  and  he's  on  top  of  me,  And  his 
training  has  ended  and  so  has  mine.  And  1  think  that  these  things 
need  to  be  addressed  and  I  would  like  to  have  known  about  it  long 
enough  in  advance  that  I  could  have  had  a  nice  written  up  thing 
lie:  e  and  I'd  a  had  my  wife  read  it  to  you.  But  I'm  sorry,  you'll 
have  to  put  up  with  me. 


Colonel  Casari  :  1  don't  think  1  depart  from  the  neutrality 

in  saying  that  your  literacy  is  not  in  doubt. 

Mr  Gene  Heckethorn. 


Mr  Gene  Heckethorn:  Kell,  I  haven't  got  a  whole  bunch  to 
say  except  that  1  do  have  a  son  and  1  do  have  a  brother  that's  both 
licensed  pilots.  They're  indirectly  rjght  in  the  middle  of  this 
thing  out  here.  I  own  a  little  farm  right  in  the  south  end  of  this 
proposed  area,  in  Snake  Valley.  It's  between  Baker  and  this  area 
here.  1  have  observed  planes  coming  over  there  and  if  it  hadn't 
been  for  the  230,000  volt  line  coming  through  there,  I  believe 
they'd  probably  been  just  a  little  closer  to  the  ground  than  that. 
It's  approximately  90  feet  off  the  ground. 

And  I  do  have  livestock  in  there  and  I  can't  help  but 
think  this  whole  thing  is  uncalled  for  to  have  this  kind  of  an 
area,  that  many  areas  in  this  state.  It  just  doesn't  seem  feasible 
atall.  That's  about  all  I  have  to  say.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mr  Heckethorn.  Mrs  Barbara 
Rowley.  I'm  sorry,  1  was  given  a  card.  I  did  not  note  that  it 
indicated  negative.  1  apologize.  Mr  Art  Olson. 

fly  133 

D-409 


\ 


175  Cont 


Mr  Art  Olson;  Colonel,  an  order  to  add  a  little  variety 


to  tonight's  festivities,  1  would  begin  by  expressing  appreciation 
for  the  opportunity  that  .is  ours  to  participate  here  tonight. 

I'm  Art  Olson  and  I'm  Chairman  of  the  White  Pine  County 
Industrial  Park  Review  Board.  It  is  representing  this  group  that 
]  would  make  this  formal  statement. 

The  White  Pine  County  Industrial  Park  Review  Board  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed 
Candy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  as  an  area 
for  supersonic  flight  training.  The  board  feels  that  the  DEIS 
does  not  adequately  address  the  economic  impacts  the  extension 
could  have  on  White  Pine  County.  Additional  analysis  on  the 
effects  on  civilian  flights  and  economic  impacts  on  the  county  is 
needed.  Airspace  to  the  south  east  and  west  of  White  Pane  County 
is  already  restricted  for  military  uses.  Extension  of  the  range 
and  increasing  the  volume  of  military  flights  will  decrease  avail¬ 
ability  of  airspace  for  civilian  flights.  This  reduction  of 
flights  for  air  traffic,  both  passenger  and  freight,  to  fly  to 
White  Pine  County  on  an  east-west  route. 

The  Industrial  Park  Review  Board  feels  the  proposed  Gandy 
Range  Extension  and  restricted  airspace  for  supersonic  flight  has 
the  potential  to  adversely  affect  the  White  Pine  County's  economic, 
development  efforts.  Given  the  information  available  in  the  DEIS, 
the  board  opposes  the  proposed  extension.  I  would  also  say  that. 
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as  Chairman  of  the  White  I’jiic  Power  Project  Advisory  Committee, 
that  wc  would  reflect  these  same  basic  air  passenger  and  freight 
concerns.  Thanh  you. 

Co  1  one  1  Cas ar i :  Thank  you  Mr  Olson.  Mr  Dale  W.  Green. 

The  speaker  indicated  most  of  t lie  issues  had  been  covered  quite 
adequately  and  he  thanked  the  group.  Thank  you  sir.  Mrs  Laura 
Dean . 

Mrs  Laura  Dean:  Well,  1  think  that  we  have  definitely 
covered  all  the  things  against  this  whole  issue,  so  1  would  like 
to  point  out  something  that  is  definitely  a  benefit  to  us  all. 

Now,  1  have  this  German  Shepherd.  He's  about  14  months 
old  and  his  ears  never  did  stand  up  but  everytime  there's  a  sonic 
boom  the  sucker  puts  his  ears  up,  so  1  figure  I'm  gonna  have  me 
a  perfect  German  Shepherd  if  we  have  enough  sonic  booms.  Now 
that's  one.  Now  1  have  another  one,  and  that  is  the  Lehman  Caves. 
Now,  if  you  want  to  take  a  tour,  it  used  to  be  so  long.  They  used 
to  have  those  beautiful  caverns  and  things,  you  know.  Now,  they've 
cut  some  of  those  things  out.  You  know,  it  makes  me  wonder.  They 
tell  me  that  there's  a  crack  that's  gotten  wider  and,  you  know, 
they  don't  really  tell  us  why.  So  I  figure  that  must  be  it.  Sonic 
booms,  and  now  we  don’t  have  to  go  so  far  and  walk  so  far.  Right? 

Now,  there's  another  one.  Oh,  1  love  this  one.  I  have 
this  friend  -  oh,  by  the  way,  in  case  nobody  wants  to  identify  me, 

I  live  in  Baker,  Nevada  and  I'm  next  door  neighbor  to  JoAnne  Garrett, 
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ami  she  lias  a  daughter  here  and  she's  real  pretty.  Nov  1  saw  this 
pilot  the  other  day  and  he  was  so  cute.  He  came  about  50  feet 
above  my  place  and  he  had  blue  eyes  and  the  only  thing  lie  didn't 
do  was  give  me  his  name.  He  needed  a  shave  slightly  and  I  could 
tell  and  I  thought  I'd  introduce  him  to  Diane  Bulloch.  So  there 
have  to  he  some  advantages  to  all  this,  don't  you  think? 

Now  the  other  tiling  is,  who's  gonna  pay  my  insurance  rates 
for  all  this  bullshit? 

Colonel  Cnsari :  Thank  you  Mrs  Dean.  We  have  gone  some- 
tiling  -  slightly  over  an  hour  and  I'd  like  to  afford  you  another 
f i vc  minutes  rest  . 

(Hearing  adjourned  at  2123  and 
reconvened  at  2135.) 

Colonel  Casari:  May  wc  reconvene  the  hearing  please? 
Please  come  to  order.  Mr  J.  Mike  Townsend. 

Mr  J.  Mike  Townsend:  I'm  not  gonna  plow  a  whole  lot  of 
new  ground.  I'm  a  local  resident.  I'm  a  general  aviation  pilot. 

1  own  a  small  communications  business  in  town  and  1  think  most  of 
you  know-  I'm  the  engineer  for  the  local  cable  television  company. 
I'm  interested  in  this  issue  from  all  three  points  of  view. 

My  experience  indicates  that  I  am  very  unconvinced  that 
there'll  lie  no  adverse  affect  on  Sky  West  operations  by  this  pro¬ 
posal  by  the  Air  force.  1  believe,  at  the  very  least,  Sky  West'll 

Ely 


1  30 

D-412 


142  142 


experience  increased  fuel  cost?  in  transit  times,  and  1  think 


they’re  gonna  come  out  of  our  pockets.  We  are  very  dependent  on 
Sky  West  for  the  transportation  of  our  own  personnel  and  people 
coining  to  visit  us  and  emergency  parts.  We  are  not  a  big  company; 
vc  don't  have  thousands  of  dollars  of  spares  sittin’  on  the  shelf, 
and  in  the  wintertime  especially.  Sky  West  has  had  a  very  good  record 
of  making  their  flights  with  a  minimum  number  of  overflights  and 
missed  landings  in  adverse  weather.  And  one  of  the  reasons  is  their 
flexibility  of  operation  in  the  -  with  the  type  aircraft  they’re 
flying  and  lots  of  airspace.  And  1  think  this  would  -  particularly 
in  the  wintertime,  they're  gonna  have  more  problems  with  this  high 
level  of  jet  activity  close  by.  1  believe  that  it  will  result  in  an 
increased  number  of  aborted  landings  and  flights  in  and  out  of  Ely, 
particularly  during  times  of  adverse  weather.  I  think  that  will 
have  an  adverse  affect  on  the  business  economy  in  Ely  in  general, 
and  certainly  we  don’t  need  anymore  of  that. 

If  this  proposal  was  to  go  through,  1  see  a  need  for  a  very 
large-scale  upgrading  of  the  electronic  gages  and  navigation  in  the 
area.  1  see  the  needs  for  instrument  landing  system,  MLS  in  the 
airport,  and  who's  gonna  bear  the  costs  of  those  to  maintain  service. 
We've  got  a  rather  marginal  situation  from  the  pilot's  point  of 
view  out  here.  Awful  lot  of  that  cumulus  granite  to  find  when 
you're  flying  in  bad  weather  and  there's  nothing  more  valuable  than 
lots  of  clear  airspace  aTound  you,  and  this  proposal  proposes  to 
take  away  a  lot  of  that  . 
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It  was  mentioned  earlier  that  they  didn’t  want  to  go  over 
Dugway  because  of  all  the  delicate  equipment  and  3  would  point  out 
that  most  of  you  arc  probably  aware  that  several  of  our  mountain - 
tops  in  the  immediate  area,  the  operational  area,  have  got  deli¬ 
cate  equipment  which  brings  us  our  television,  our  communications, 
and  various  other  electronic  aids  to  bring  the  20th  century  out 
here  into  the  backwoods.  And  the  equipment  -  1  work  on  a  good 
deal  of  it  and  it's  subject  to  continual  mechanical  assaults. 

We've  been  on  some  of  the  mounta intops  with  very  close  encounters 
with  military  aircraft  that  are  outside  this  MCA  as  it  exists  now, 
and  the  shaking  and  pounding  that  the  sites  take  resul't  in  increased 
maintenance  costs  and  increased  unavailability  of  the  equipment. 

From  the  general  aviation  point  of  view-,  there  are  conflicts 
between  general  aviation  aircraft  and  military  aircraft,  in  genera). 
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Co lonel  Casari :  Two  minutes. 

Mr  Townsend:  In  the  last  five  years,  as  a  passenger  in  a 
commercial  airliner  and  as  a  pilot  in  a  general  aviation  aircraft, 

I  have  had  two  near  midair  collisions  with  military  aircraft  more 
than  fifteen  miles  outside  the  boundaries  of  their  operating  areas. 

In  both  cases,  I  feel  that  midair  collision  was  averted  only  by 
the  sharp  eye  of  a  FAA  radar  controller.  In  both  cases,  we  had 
no  visual  contact  with  the  aircraft  until  we  had  taken  severe 
evasive  action.  In  one  case,  we  passed  within  a  thousand  feet  of 
a  Kavy  jet  fighter,  25  miles  outside  of  his  operational  area,  Fallon. 
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Military  aircraft  have  navigational  failure?,  they  have 

pilot  failures,  they  have  pilot  error.  We  don't  need  that  this 

close  to  this  area.  I  believe  there  are  viable  alternatives. 

And  as  for  sonic  booms,  we  get  'em  in  town  every  once  in 

a  while  and  1  came  bach  in  that  patch  of  Southeast  Asia  we  shed 

so  much  blood  over  a  few  years  ago,  and  when  caught  unawares,  1 

still  end  up  hanging  from  the  rafters.  And  we  don't  have  very 

many  in  town,  but  I  think  we'll  have  a  whole  lot  more  and  I  think 

<n  this  proposal  is  poorly  founded  and  not  terribly  well  addressed 

hv  the  Air  Force.  1  believe  there's  a  whole  lot  of  looking  that 
I 

nerds  to  be  done. 


Colonel  C'asari:  Thank  yon  Mr  Townsend.  Mr  Philip  J. 

Carte r . 

Mr  Ph.il  ip  d.  Carter;  1'::  Philip  d.  Carter  J  I  live  in 
lutid-,  I'm  involved  in  agribusiness.  And  many  of  my  conerns  have 
been  very  well  addressed  tic  re  this  evening,  so  I'm  gonna  be  very 
brief. 

1  would  like  to  protest  the  extension  of  the  Gandy  Test 
Kange  further  into  White  Tine  County  for  the  following  Teasons: 

(' 
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It  could  make  a  more  circuitous  route  for  our  commercial  airlines 
between  hly  and  Salt  Lake  City  and  may  have  detrimental  effect  on 
air  transportation  in  and  out  of  White  Pine  County.  Now  the  Air 
Force  addressed  this  tonight,  but  I'm  still  concerned  in  their 
moving  the  supersonic  test  area  closer  to  our  airline  in  and  out 
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Also,  extending  the  range  would  have  a  detrimental  impact 
on  many  years  of  prior  ranching  r  travel  in  and  out  of  Spring 
Valley  and  other  valleys  affected.  And  1  don't  think  that  this 
thing  has  been  very  properly  addressed  here  tonight  yet, 

1  also  feel  that  the  extension  of  the  range  and  the  result¬ 
ing  added  sonic  booms  would  have  an  impact  on  the  people,  livestock 
and  buildings  in  the  proposed  enlargcu  area.  1  would  urge  that  the 
Air  force  consider  alternatives  to  the  enlargement  of  the  test 
range  and  i  thank  the  Air  force  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
comment  here  tonight . 
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Colonel  Casan:  Thank  you  Mr  Carter.  Mr  John  Polish. 


Mr  John  Polish:  1 'in  John  Polish,  former  Assemblyman  of 
White  Pine  County.  Right  now  my  concern  is  we  own  about  372 
acres  just  south  of  that  little  airstrip  the  Air  Force  is  talking 
about  there  and  v.e  -  my  son  and  1  -  of  course,  are  against  this 
particular  proposal  of  using  this  ly  the  Air  Force  and,  our  main 
question  though  is,  with  the  speeds  that  our  aircraft  are  travel¬ 
ing  today,  wc  don’t  hear  very  much  about  it  except  at  some  of 
the  islands  where  some  of  the  atomic  bombs  were,  but  why  can’t 
you  just  -  the  extra  five  or  ten  minutes  hat  your  plants  could 
fly  -  do  a  lot  of  this  over  the  Pacific  Ocean?  My  question  is, 
why  haven't  you  used  more  water  bodies?  Is  it  to  save  your  pilots 
or  -  1  don’t  think  trial  the/  re  -  according  to  a  lot  of  the 
crashes  that  we've  had,  you  can't  -  whether  it's  on  water  or  land, 
it's  pretty  disastrous.  But  we  are  opposed  to  this  particular  Air 
Force  program.  And  that's  my  comments  tonight. 
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Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mr  Polish.  Mr  Otis  D.  Johnston. 

Do  you  wish  to  address  the  group  sir? 

Mr  Otis  L1.  Johnston:  Yes.  I'm  Otis  Johnston,  the  Civil 
Defense  and  Emergency  Management  Director  for  White  Pine  County. 

One  of  the  things  that  has  not  been,  I  don’t  think, 
addressed  in  any  of  this,  is  the  additional  exposure  to  possible 
accidents  in  the  eastern  part  of  White  Pine  County.  Now  if  we 
get  a  plane  down,  we’re  going  to  have  to  activate  our  search  and 
rescue  people  and  all  this  sort  of  thing.  Who's  going  to  pay  for 
it?  It's  costing  you  and  me  as  the  taxpayers  of  this  county  to 
do  this.  bo  this  is  just  one  of  the  things  that  1  don't  think  has  been 
addressed.  It  is  a  possibility  and  as  we  get  more  and  more  planes 
into  the  22  miles  -  into  the  22-mile  area  that  this  will  extend, 
from  the  Utah  border  into  White  Pine  County,  then  we're  going  to 
hat i  more  exposure  to  this  type  of  accidents.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you  sir.  Mr  Reed  Robison. 

Mr  Reed  Robison:  I'm  Reed  Robison.  1  live  in  bpring 
Valley.  }  feel  that  my  sentiments  have  been  adequately  expressed 
here  tonight  but  contrary  to  what  you  might  have  read  or  heard, 

1  have  no  written  agreement  with  the  Air  force  concerning  my 
access  to  their  proposed  range  extension.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mr  Robison.  Mr  Ken  Heinbah, 
uo  you  wish  to  speak  to  the  group?  Apparently  Mr  Heinbah  has 
departed.  Mrs  Elaine  Pollock. 
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Mrs  Blaine  Pollock:  Something  3  would  like  to  Know  is  - 
our  drill  rigs  have  .TP-Toot  booms  on  'em  and  we  have  drilled  around  ^ 

■  VJ 

SJ 

in  the  proposed  area.  hill  this  affect  us  on  our  drilling  as  far 
as  our  equipment  moving  around  and  the  boom  being  up  on  the  hills 
and  things  with  these  jets  going  through?  1  also  wanted  to  Know 
if  the  land  restrictions  will  he  changed  on  the  leases  for  the 
land  for  the  mining.  3  also  wanted  to  know  if  there's  any  definite 
statistics  on  how  far  we  car  hear  a  sonic  hoom  from  where  it  starts, 

At  a, 000  feet  elevation,  10,000  feet?  1  know  that  during  last  week 
we  heat'd  a  sonic  boom  right  here  in  kly  and  our  guests  were  saying  w 
what  on  earth  was  that?  The  windows  shook.  And  1  said,  well  it's 
a  sonic  hoom.  It  happens  every  so  often.  But  that  was  two 
valleys  away.  So  what  will  we  hear  when  it's  right  next  to  us 

I 

just  one  valley  away? 

I  think  the  Army  will  also  find  that  a  harried  mother 
finally  gets  her  baby  or  youngster  down  for  a  nap  and  all  of  a 
sudden  a  sonic  hoom  hits,  we're  going  to  have  V.'orld  War  Ill  right 
here.  And  1  think  we'd  all  f 1  the  same  way.  There's  days  when 
all  of  us,  no  matter  what  a^e  we  arc,  come  home,  sit  down,  kick 
our  shoes  ofi,  lean  hack  and  relax  a  minute,  Kell  when  we  know  M 

XI 

hP 

that  three  ur  50  time?  p  uav  ko  can  expect  a  <onic  boom,  it  ^ 

IX 

"  really  going  to  be  hard  to  shut  that  out  when  we're  trying  to 
relax,  we're  going  to  be  thinking,  is  it  going  to  hit.  And  the 
kids  are  gonna  feel  it,  we’re  gonna  feel  it.  The  little  kids  who 
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are  under  five  right  now  will  slowly  get  used  to  it  but  they  don't 
know  yet  the  results  of  what's  gonna  happen  to  ’em  when  they  hit 
school.  1  mean,  they're  gonna  be  just  like  we  are.  They’re  gonna 
say,  when  is  it  gonna  hit.  You  know,  they're  gonna  be  sleeping 
and  think  during  the  naps  or  whenever,  and  they're  gonna  be  think¬ 
ing,  is  it  coming.  livery  little  noise  they're  gonna  wonder  if 
they're  gonna  jump  with  it. 

In  conclusion,  I'd  like  to  say  we  love  and  value  our  peace¬ 
fulness  here  and  sonic  booms  aren't  conductive  to  that  peace. 

Thank  you. 

tioloncl  Casari;  Thank  you  Mrs  Pollock.  The  last  listed 
sneaker  is  Dr  Richard  Bargen.  Dr  Bargen  indicates  he  has  a  great 
deal  of  scientific  evidence  that  he  wishes  to  put  on  the  record, 
and  it  may  be  that  the  time  limit  would  not  permit  it  all.  1  have 
agreed  to  extend  him  ten  minutes.  1  will  give  him  warning  at  eight. 
If  thereafter  -  we  will  then  conclude  the  meeting.  If  thereafter. 

Id  Bargen  wishes,  he  may  record  the  remainder  of  his  Temarks  on  the 
tape  recorder.  Doctor. 

Dr  Richard  Bargen:  Thank  you.  I  didn't  want  to  sound  too 
vicious  here.  lirst,  1  have  some  questions.  The  question  period 
was  rather  short  and  if  the  AiT  force  people  -  if  anyone  would 
feel  qualified,  I  -  first  of  all  I  would  like  to  ask,  for  the 
restricted  areas  now  that  arc  presently  extant,  restricted  areas 
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0 ,  7  -  J  think  it’s  07,  for  instance,  where  are  the  vertical  hound' 
arics  for  that  restricted  area?  And  that's  referring  to  this  area 
here  (.indicating  on  the  map). 

Col  one!  Casar i :  Do  you  wish  an  answer  to  the  question 
now?  And  are  we  able  to  respond  to  that? 

I)r  Rargcn:  1  was  wondering  about  the  vertical  boundaries 
for  restricted  areas  currently  extant  6407  or  6707,  I  can't  quite 
see  it.  h'here  ore  the  vertical  boundaries?  In  other  words,  based 
on  ground  to  certain  altitude  ot  does  it  have  5,000  feet  to  a 
certain  altitude? 

Larry  Davis:  leah,  the  vertical  boundaries  on  6407  go  from 
surface  up  to  58,000  feet. 

Dr  Barger.:  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari:  That  was  Mr  Larry  Davis. 

Dr  Barge n:  Now  for  -  I'd  also  like  to  ask,  what  are  the 
rules  that  the  Air  force  or  the  military  uses,  or  the  FAA  uses, 
to  establish  the  boundaries  for  restricted  areas,  for  instance? 

In  other  w/ords ,  is  it  the  handbook  for  airspace  -  handling  air¬ 
space  matters?  Is  that  the  book  that  is  used  to  establish  these 
boundaries? 
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Larry  Davis:  I'm  not  sure  what  the  -  what  hook  it  would 
he.  Normally,  when  you  establish  boundaries,  it's  -  you're  talking 
about  how  much  airspace  you  really  need  and  to  what  altitude,  and 
those  arc  the  requests  that  will  go  into  some  proposal  like  this. 
And  so  I'm  not  aware  of  any  book  you  go  to.  It's  just  a  need  that 

the  Air  force  has  to  have,  you  know,  for  the  proposal. 

Co lonel  Casar 1 :  Larry  Davis,  again. 

Dt  Barg on:  Thank  you.  Then  I'd  like  to  go  to  the  book 
that  the  Air  force  needs  to  follow.  It's  called,  "Procedures  for 

Handling  Airspace  Matters,"  and  it’s  DOT  FAA  74002B.  Now  for  the 

present  restricted  areas  such  as  6407,  from  ground  surface,  or  from 
the  surface  to  58,000  feet,  the  requirements  to  meet  these  require¬ 
ments,  to  have  a  restricted  area  at  ground  level,  there  are  certain 
requirements . 

first  of  all,  under  Section  694,  restricted  area  floors,  if 
practical,  shall  be  designated  at  1200  feet  above  ground  level,  or 
higher.  If  this  isn't  practical,  then  the  following  criteria  shall 
apply.  Amongst  these  criteria  are  that  the  -  if  private  or  public 
use  land  underlies  an  area,  the  restricted  area  floor  shall  -  the 
word  shall  has  a  specific  meaning  in  this  document  -  shall  be 
designated  or  agreements  made  by  the  using  agency  so  as  to  provide 
aerial  access  to  the  land.  Secondly,  the  surface  may  be  designated 
as  a  floor  only  when  the  using  agency,  in  this  case  the  Air  force, 
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I  cither  owns,  leases,  or  otherwise  controls  the  underlying  surface 
and  the  criteria  listed  previously,  are  applicable.  Nov,  I’d  like 
to  ask,  docs  the  Air  Force  have  lease  agreements  or  any  written 
agreements  with  private  landholders  under  the  restricted  area  6407? 

Colonel  Casari :  These  questions  w i 1 1  be  responded  to 
subsequently.  1  believe  vc  have  too  little  time  this  evening. 

Please  proceed  sir. 

Dr  Bargen:  Okay.  The  Air  Force  doesn't  have  any  agree¬ 
ments  with  these  people.  By  definition,  by  their  own  documents, 
the  existing  restricted  areas  are  illegal.  It’s  just  a  point  I’d 
like  to  make  amongst  man}',  potentially  hundreds  of  points. 

The  present  restricted  areas,  the  boundary  definitions  are 
illegal.  There  are  several  other  res trictec  areas  in  the  same 
category. 

I'll  repeat  a  statement  1  made  at  Tbapah.  I've  been  auth¬ 
orized  by  the  Executive  Director  o.f  the  Nevada  State  Mecical  Associa¬ 
tion  to  make  the  following  statement:  Nevada  State  Medical  Association 
officially  opposes  the  concept  of  supersonic,  low-altitude  flight, 
both  in  general  and  also  in  this  proposal  specifically.  This  oppo¬ 
sition  is  due  to  a  known  and  postulated  hazards  to  the  health,  and 
welfare  of  human  beings  of  these  proposed  actions. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  many  people  - 
that  we're  basing  our  comments  on,  is  n  very  flawed  document.  1 
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revieweu  all  their  literature  that's  both  listed  in  the  biblio¬ 
graphy  in  this  document;  1  reviewed  several  hundred  other  studies, 
personally  reviewed  t hem  for  their  pertinence  and  for  the  accuracy 
as  compared  to  what  might  be  stated  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

I  As  many  of  you  know,  the  first  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement  for  supersonic  operating  area  came  out  for  Morency  and 
Valentino,  Texas  in  1 9 7 9  which  was  the  gap  -  there  was  a  gap  from 
1978  to  1980,  shown  to  you  on  the  previous  slides  by  the  Air 
force.  That  first  document  was  flawed  to  the  extent  that  a 
revised  draft  was  required.  This  revised  draft  forms  the  basis 
for  this  document.  The  -  to  sum  up  a  lot  of  information,  none  of 
tin-  information  in  this  document,  none  of  the  overpressures, 

Colonel  Casari :  Two  minutes. 

l)r  Bar  gen:  --  none  of  the  postulated  effects  from  these 
overpressures,  are  based  on  one  single  measurement.  The  way  the 
reasoning  goes,  is  this.  Twenty-one  flights  -  twenty-one  flights 
of  the  t;~15  aircraft  were  flown  in  the  Oceania  Military  Operating 
Area  of  the  eastern  seaboard.  From  these  21  flights  and  the  air 
combat  maneuvering  instrumentation  system,  data  was  gathered  which 
was  plugged  into  an  equation,  designated  CaTlson’s  Simplified 
Method.  Ftom  Carlson's  Simplified  Method,  which  is  restricted  to 
[straight  and  level  flight,  ertain  overpressures  were  calculated.  - 
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'the si-  overpressures,  1  must  stress  again,  were  calculated  based 
on  a  simplified  method  that's  applicable  only  to  straight  and  level 
flight.  William  Galloway,  an  Air  Force  researcher  -  I'm  not  sure 
if  he's  Air  Force  personnel,  hut  he's  done  many  studies  for  the 
Air  Force  -  has  specifically  stated  in  his  Bolt,  Reranek,  Newman 
document  of  September  1982,  that  this  bears  no  relationship  to  the 
tyro  of  overpressures,  the  type  of  activities,  the  type  of  noise 
that  will  occur  in  an  air  combat  maneuvering  area.  For  instance, 
the  document  states  that  this  area  will  allow  the  pilots  to  perform 
and  explore  the  full  performance  envelope  of  their  aircraft.  The 
P'lots  in  the  audience  will  know  that  you  do  not  explore  this  - 
your  performance  envelope  of  a  Mach  2  or  plus  aircraft,  flying  at. 
Mach  1.1. 


up. 


Colonel  Casar i :  Sir,  your  time  is  concluded.  Please  sum 


Pr  Rargen:  Okay.  1  think,  m  summary,  and  it  seems  pretty 
obvious,  what  we're  dealing  with,  is  that  the  Department  of  Defense, 
for  very  necessary  reasons,  has  discovered  the  need  to  fly  super¬ 
sonically  over  certain  areas  for  certain  types  of  training.  From 
a  medical  point  of  view,  from  a  human  p<cint  of  view,  from  an 
ethical  point  of  view,  from  a  moral  point  of  view,  this  cannot  be 
done  over  human  beings.  It  has  to  he  done  over  uninhabited  areas. 
What  the  federal  government  and  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
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initiated  is  a  major  federal  action  which  requires  addressing,  by 
what  Nl'.l’A  calls  programatic  or  generic  T15.  In  other  words,  the 
concept  of  supersonic  flight  over  human  beings  has  to  be  addressed, 
Innt  specifically  for  Gandy,  not  specifically  for  Morency,  not 
specifically  for  Valentine,  or  for  Fallon.  It  has  to  be  addressed  fe 
^  Jn  general  enva ronmental  impact  statement  as  a  major  federal  , 

i 

action  in  itself.  However,  the  process  that  you're  involved  with 
now  is  merely  cosmetic  and  your  only  input  is  through  your  politi¬ 
cal  people  and  through  the  courts.  And  the  only  real  input  to  my 
mind  will  be  legal  action. 

And  finally,  I'd  like  to  restate,  this  action  is  subject  to 
the  court  case  currently  in  Reno  as  a  -  under  preliminary  injunction 
to  prevent  the  military  from  flying  supersonically  over  inhabited 
regions.  If  the  court  case  should  happen  to  be  won,  or  the  injunc¬ 
tion  granted,  then  this  proposal  will  be  moot,  but  the  question 
still  remains  that  it's  being  approached  in  the  wrong  way  and  the 
military  must  address  this  question  far  more  seriously  if  they 
expect  the  common  people  living  in  this  land  not  to  rise  up  and 
oppos e  them  in  these  necessary  actions. 

Colonel  Casari :  Thank  you,  Dr  Bargen,  1  sec  a  hand  from 
1 1 1  e  b  a  c.  k  . 

Mike  Townsend;  Colon  i ,  one  brief  question.  I  should 
have  read  iny  notes  more  carefully.  Can  you  hear  me  all  right? 
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Colonel  C  a  s  a  r  i  ; 


1  can  hear  you  sir,  but  it's  a  problem 
of  recordation,  bill  you  please  come  to  the  front? 

Mr  Townsend:  One  point  I  omitted  in  my  presentation  is 
that  we  are  dependent  upon  Life  Plight  for  high-level  medical  care. 
l\c  have  very  fine  local  medical  facility  yet  my  wife  is  alive  today 
because  Life  Plight  got  her  to  Salt  Lake  to  the  University  Medical 
(’enter  in  time.  One  of  the  previous  pilots  in  the  area  has  pointed 
out  the  problems  of  getting  clearances  to  cross  the  already  existent 
restricted  areas.  There  have  been  similar  problems  with  the  areas 
at  Kellis,  even  when  a  medical  emergency  existed.  Will  the  Air 
force  provide  for  absolute  clearance,  regardless  of  what's  going 
on  on  the  range  for  the  Life  Flight  aircraft,  direct  Salt  Lake, 
direct  Ely,  and  return,  regardless  of  what  kind  of  upset  it  does 
to  the  range  operations  at  any  particular  time?  Our  lives  are 
literally  on  the  line  in  that  respect.  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Casari:  Thank  you  Mr  Townsend.  As  the  question 
was  asked,  we'll  take  the  time  to  hear  the  answeT,  Apparently 
there  is  one. 

LtColonel  Joseph  Winsett:  1  want  to  assure  everybody 
h  ;re  that  we  will  make  sure,  through  the  PAA  and  through  our 
facilities  at  Mill  Air  Force  Base,  that  any  emergency  of  the  nature 
that  was  described  by  the  gentleman,  will  be  accepted  and  approved. 
Lmcyrgcncy  flights  of  that  nature  take  priority  over  any  of  our  air 
operations . 
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('clone  1  Cnsari ;  Thank  you  Colonel  Winsett.  Ladies  and 
gent  lemon,  we  have  now  heard  from  all  the  speakers  who  have  signed 
To  speak  and  1  wish  to  express  in)-  appreciation  to  Congresswoman 
Yucanovich  and  to  the  other  elected  officials  who  appeared,  and  to 
V  all  of  you  ladies  and  gentlemen  for  your  courtesy  in  seeking  to 

observe  the  times.  We  now  conclude  at  2159  by  my  watch.  Thank  you 
very  much.  Goodnight. 

(Hearing  closed  at  2159,  30  November  1983.) 


STATEMENT  BY  COI.ONHL  CASARI 

It  is  now  2203  hours  and  1  have  informally  opened  the 
record  in  order  to  record  that  the  offer  which  was  made  on  the 
record  to  Dr  Bargen  was  again  made  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
meeting;  that  is,  to  permit  him  to  dictate  the  remainder  of  his 
remarks  into  the  tape  recorder.  l)r  Bargen,  1  am  advised,  by  Mr 
Murdock,  declined  that  offer.  He  stated  that  his  comments  were 
for  public  consumption  and  chose  not  to  exercise  the  prerogative 
which  we  extended  him  of  recording  his  remarks  on  this  recorder, 
ile  also  indicated  that  his  main  points  were  included  in  his  pre¬ 
viously  submitted  written  comments, 

END  OF  RECORD 
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THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  This  hearing  will  come  to 
order.  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen .  I  can't  heln 
h,ut  h^egin  the  meeting  bv  saying  that  we  are  very  fortunate, 
as  we  were  in  Ely,  to  meet  in  such  excellent  facilities. 

1  would  like  to  welcome  you  all  to  the  third  of  three 
scheduled  public  meetings--  that  is,  hearinqs,  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  on  the  proposed  establishment  of  the 
Gandy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  to  the  restricted  air 
space  of  the  Supersonic  Flight  Trainino  Prooosal.  There¬ 
after--  or  hearafter,  1  will  refer  to  this  matter  as  the 
Supersonic  Flight  Training  Proposal  for  Pilots.  My  name 
is  Colonel  Guido  Casari,  trial  judge  stationed  at  Travis 
Air  Force  Base,  California.  My  role  here  is  simply  to  con¬ 
duct  this  hearing,  essentially,  to  maintain  a  fair  and 
orderly  procedure  and  assure  that  time  limits  are  followed 
as  closely  as  reasonably  possible.  I  have  not  been  involved 
in  the  development  of  the  Supersonic  Fliqht  Training  Frooosal 
or  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  On  that  statement, 

I  will  not  be  making  any  recommendations  or  decisions  con¬ 
cerning  that  proposal. 

Nov.’,  first  on  the  agenda  this  evening  is  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  Supersonic  Flight  Training  Fronosal  and  Draft 
Statement.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Joseph  Winsett  will  introduce 
the  briefing  and  two  other  briefers,  Mr.  Larry  Davis  and 
Mr.  Keith  Davis.  Following  these  presentations,  statements 


3. 
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1  ;  and  comment:;  from  oovcrnment  officials  trill  be  received.  The 

2  !  order  of  speakers  will  be  elected  officials,  first,  followed 
i 

3  j  by  oflicia]  representatives  of  federal  statement  and  local 

I 

4  aaencios.  If  any  wish  to  address  us,  statements  and  comments 

5  or  questions  from  the  public  v7i.ll  then  be  accepted.  All 

6  speakers  are  asked  to  limit  their  comments  and  statements 

7  or  questions  to  five  minutes  so  as  to  permit  as  many  people 

I 

8  j  as  possible,  those  who  wish  to  speak,  to  do  so  within  the 

9  j  projected  two  hours  of  hcarinn  that  we  have.  So,  I  intend 

j 

Iq  '  to  be  somewhat  more  flexible,  at  the  outside  comments,  at 

11  least  limit  your  remarks  to  10  minutes.  Wc ' 1 1  start  with 

12  a  goal  of  five.  I'll  give  a  little  warning  when  a  speaker 

13  has  two  minutes  remaining  on  the  10  minutes  underneath  that. 

14  |  1  won't  interrupt  you.  I'll  try  to  aive  you  a  warning  at 
!«,  |  the  least  intrusion  on  your  comments  by  speaking  quietly 

16  into  the  mike,  two  minutes. 

17  Now,  to  aive  eaual  opportunity  or  for  all  attendees 

18  to  speak,  those  wishing  to  socak,  there  is  a  card  at  the 

19  rear  of  the  room,  as  you  enter  you  may  fill  out  a  card  now, 

20  if  you  wish  to  do  so.  Speakers  will  be  recognized  from  the 

21  floor  only  if  time  permits,  and  after  all  those  reaisterinq 

22  or  filling  out  of  the  card  have  had  an  opportunity  to  do  so, 

23  if  time  does  not  permit  the  chance  to  speak  toniaht ,  which 

24  seems  unlikely,  you  may  (inaudible)  presenting  some  such 

25  documents  to  me  or  to  Hr.  Reed  Hurdock,  who  is  to  my  iirnediat 
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riaht,  or  mail  them  to  Headquarters  AFLC./DEPV  Wriqht- 
Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  45433. 

Now,  in  the  event  that  anyone  needs  that  address 
and  has  not  picked  it  up,  we'll  be  pleased  to  write  it 
individually.  You'll  have  until  the  16th  of  December,  1983 
to  act  your  written  comments  in.  That  date  also  marks  the 
closing  of  the  public  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Now,  we  have  a  Court  Reporter  present  this  eveninn, 
and  verbatim  tianscriot  will  be  available,  and  we  also  have 
a  tape  system  in  place  as  a  backup  in  order  to  ensure  that 
for  the  backup  purposes  any  statements  made  or  recorded  will 
be  essential  for  you  to  speak  directly  into  the  microphone. 
The  sane  microphone  will  be  used  by  the  briefers,  and  it  is 
situated  in  the  center  of  the  room  here  in  front. 

Mow,  any  question  asked  or  any  comment  or  statement 
made  during  this  hearino  will  be  formally  considered  and 
addreessed  in  a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Even 
if  your  questions  or  observations  cannot  be  or  are  not  re¬ 
sponded  to  here  this  evening,  you  nay  rest  assured  they  will 
be  addressed. 

I'm  sorry  for  the  interruptions.  I'm  privileaed 
to  notice  the  presence  at  this  time.  Congresswoman  Barbara 
Vucanovich  and  Representatives  of  the  Congressional  Delega¬ 
tion  of  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Utah.  Many  have  traveled 
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from  Washington,  some  by  way  of  Ibapah  and  Ely  to  be 


I 

\  j  here 
i 

2  |  present  at  this  meeting.  I'm  also  privileged  to  note  the 
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i  presence  here  of.  Senator  Norman  Glaser  of  the  State  of  I 

i 

i  i 

i  Nevada,  of  Assemblyman  Bill  Bilyeu,  and  Roy  F.  Smith,  Elko 

;  County  Commissioner.  We  welcome  all  these  elected  officials  J 
!  i 

!  and  all  of  vou  to  this  neetinn.  j 

I  j 

|  I  think  without  further  adieu,  we  can  now  oroceed 

j  to  the  presentation,  and  I  ask  Colonel  Winsett  to  proceed. 

|  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  WINSETT:  Thank  you.  Colonel 

jCasari.  Mrs.  Vucanovich  and  other  elected  officials,  ladies 

I 

|  and  cientlemen,  and  Conaessional  Delenates,  we  are  ^leased 

i 

t 

!  to  be  here  tenioht  to  be  talking  with  you  on  this  pronosal 

1 

concerning  the  supersonic  training  on  the  Utah  Tested 
i  Training  Range.  Our  briefers  tonioht  are  two  peoole,  Mr. 
I.arrv  Davis,  who  is  Chief  of  Tactical  Operations  for  the 
Utah  Tested  Training  Range,  will  outline  the  proposal.  He 
will  be  followed  by  Mr.  Keith  Davis,  who  is  an  Environmental 
Engineer.  We  are  all  from  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  both  Mr. 
Davises  are  employees  of  the  United  States  Air  Force.  We 
will  attempt  to  try  and  clarify  or  answer  any  ouestions 
that  you  have.  Please  understand,  also,  that  some  of  your 
ouestions  will  not  permit  us  to  answer  them  tonight  because 
of  the  technical  level  or  length  of  the  answer  to  your 
ouestion,  but  if  at  all  possible,  we'll  try  to  answer  some 
of  your  questions  to  clarify  issues  concerning  this  proposal. 
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i 

i 

i 

So,  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr. 

I  Larry  Davis, 

i 

LARRY  DAVIS:  Thank  you.  Before  1  start,  I  would 
like  to  go  through  the  color  coding  that  we  have  on  our  nap 

I  up  here  and  just  kind  of  orient  you  just  where  everythinci 
is  located. 

Over  on  the  right-hand  side  we  have  Ogden,  here, 

|  Hill  Air  Force,  here.  Salt  Lake,  Tooele,  Delta,  Utah,  Ely, 

I 

j Nevada,  Ibapah ,  Utah,  Vendover,  and  Elko.  The  area  that  we 

j 

I  see  marked  in  red,  aoing  around  the  parameter  of  north  and 

|  south,  this  area  here,  and  down  there,  the  corridor,  this 

l 

j  is  what  we  call  a  Military  Operating  Area  or  MOA.  what  this 

i 

|  means  is  that  military  aircraft  can  operate  in  this  area  in 
conjunction  with  oeneral  aviation.  In  other  words,  it's 
C  and  B,  C  environment  they  operate  under  VFR  control.  The 
area  that  you  see  outlined  in  blue  up  on  the  north  ranne , 

I 

down  along  the  south  ranoe,  this  area  here  and  up  in  here, 
this  is  what  we  call  a  Restricted  Area.  This  means  no  one 
can  operate  in  that  area,  either  military  or  civilian 
aviation,  unless  prior  permission  is  received  from  the  radar 
unit  located  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  located  over  here.  Of 
the  area  that  you  see  narked  in  black,  the  cross  hash,  those 
are  current  supersonic  areas  that  we  now  utilize.  The  area 
that  you  see  marked  in  yellow  is  the  area  that  we  would  like 
to  redesignate  as  supersonic  air  space.  1  would  like  to 
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1  I  emphasize  this  is  already  a  r.ilitarv  oneratinq  area,  we 
i 

I 

2  I  -just  want  to  oo  faster  in  the  a.ir  space  that  we  currentlv 

3  utilize  now.  Why  do  we  need  this  additional  air  space? 

4  Back  in  1978,  we  knew  that  some  chances  were  aoing  to  occur 

5  in  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  one  transition  from  the  F-4  aircraft 

6  i  to  the  F-16.  Now,  the  F-4  (inaudible)  but  it  took  a  great 

I 

7  J  deal  of  effort  and  great  deal  of  (inaudible)  the  F-16  beino 

8  ;  a  much  smaller  aircraft,  it  could  go  supersonic  speeds. 


9  j  Conseouently ,  we  knew  that  in  order  to  be  able  to  train  in 


10  I  that  aircraf  t  in  the  ranocs  it  would  fly,  we  would  need  more 


11 


supersonic  air  snace  over  here. 


12  Another  drafting  factor,  back  in  1978,  we  knew 

13  we  would  be  getting  combat  air  computer  instrumentation 

i 

14  system  at  Hill.  It's  a  system  strictly  desioned  to  teach 

15  j  pilots  how  to  air  to  air  doafiaht  better  in  the  F-16's 

16  located  out  of  this  area.  The  way  it  works,  they  sit  behind 

17  that  and  they  can  see  everything  that  is  going  on  in 

18  (inaudible)  in  that  information,  send  the  information  back 

19  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  a  person  back  there  can  sit  in  front 

20  of  the  video  console  and  see  everything  that's  going  on  in 

21  that  area.  What  hapoens,  we  can  now  send  our  pilots  out  to 

22  tra  in  in  dogfighting,  we  can  send  (inaudible)  evaluate  over  j 

23  to  a  special  building  over  in  Hill  while  they  are  training 

24  out  there.  He  can  see  all  the  mistakes  they  are  making. 

25  V'Jhen  they  fly  back  to  Hill,  they  land,  all  this  information 
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1 


e. 

is  also  in  a  video  tape,  and  v;e  can  no  into  this  buildina, 

2  sit  down  and  replay  the  video  tape  and  see  all  the  mistakes. 

3  It's  an  outstanding  system. 

4  Another  question:  Why  do  we  need  the  war  down 

i 

5  |  here;  why  couldn't  it  be  located  down  in  this  direction  or 

I 

5  I  why  couldn't  it  be  up  here  in  the  supersonic  area;  why  do 

i 

7  |  we  need  two  different  narked  ACMl,  that's  located  here? 

o  i  In  claiming  on  where  to  locate  that  site,  we  first  looked 

| 

9  I  at  this  area  over  here.  This  area  is  owned  by  Dougway 

10  :  Proving  Ground.  They  also  have  some  very  sensitive  labcra- 

,1  j  tories  over  there.  That  was  the  driving  factor  in  pushing 

J2  it  away  from  that  area.  We  looked  at  trying  to  locate 

U  another  supersonic  area  up  in  here,  in  this  direction.  The 
| 

14  lines  that  you  see  going  from  place  to  dace,  these  are  air 
,5  ways,  IFR ,  established  by  the  airways  back  in  1958,  back 

up  in  the  north  area  there.  They  honevcomb  the  area.  There 
just  isn't  room  to —  Something  else  about  this  ^OA,  it  looks 
like  it's  a  large  area,  but  it  only  gets  up  between  two  and 
4,000  feet  above  the  qround.  You  get  up  in  this  area,  you 
net  mountain  peaks  that  stick  up  throuah  the  MOA.  That's 
the  reason  we  couldn't  utilize  this  area  down  here.  After 
examining  the  only  area  that  was  left  over  in  this  area, 
that  was  the  driving  area  in  there.  Here,  we  also  fly  two 
different  type  of  missions  out  of  the  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
air  combat,  air  to  air  missions,  the  other  missions  we  fly 
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1  !  is  air  to  ground  missions.  We  fly  40  percent  air  to  air 

2  and  60  percent  air  to  ground.  When  I'm  talkinn  about  air 
i 

3  |  to  ground,  striking  targets  on  the  around ,  we'll  fly  lew 

4  j  level,  very  low  to  the  ground,  trying  to  simulate  we  are 
I 

5  ;  going  rn  under  enemy  radar,  just  before  we  net  there,  oull 

T 

6  I  up  and  go  into  the  taroets  or  release  the  bombs  or  other 
i 

7  |  weapons .  Our  targets  had  to  be  located  on  government  owned 

i 

8  i  ground.  This  government  ground  we  own  around  here  is  in 

9  |  this  area.  That's  where  our  taroets  are  located.  Beina 

I 

JO  j  able  to  conduct  our  air  to  ground,  air  to  air  missions 

11  j  over  here  means  we  can  ooerate  simult.aneous  missions.  We 

12  need  to  net  the  best  use  out  of  that  air  soace  as  we  can. 

13  We've  got  the  capability  at  Hill  Air  Force  to  (inaudible) 

14  I  enough  aircraft  and  enouoh  sorties  t.c  be  flown  to  max  out 

i 

15  the  utilization  of  that  air  soace,  that  is,  to  max  it  out 
IQ  from  sunrise  to  dusk. 


17  Another  auestion  that  came  uo,  why  do  we  have  to 

18  have  this  supersonic  area  so  close  to  Hill  Air  Force?  Says, 

19  why  not  go  out,  fly  over  the  ocean,  and  why  not  fly  to 


i  another  rsnQc?  *Phorc 


.wo  factors  involved  with  this. 


21  The  F-16  normally  only  carries  about  an  hour  and  20  minutes 

2 2  worth  of  fuel;  10  minutes  out  to  the  ranne  and  10  minutes 

23  back,  it  only  has  an  hour  to  ooerate.  In  other  words,  the 

24  further  you  locate  this  from  Hill  means  the  less  traininn 


25  you  get.  Now,  also,  we  have  some  ranaes  down  in  Nellis,  and 
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those-  ranges  are  maxed  out  rioht  now,  so  this--  ve  not 
some  other  ranges  up  in  Sailor  Creek  there,  narked  (in¬ 
audible)  trying  to  aet  up  to  Sailor  Creek,  by  the  time  ve 
act —  fly  up  there,  we  only  have  10  or  15  minutes  to  train 
before  we  have  to  oo  back. 

Another  reason  we  need  it  fairly  close  to  Hill, 

when  you  are  talking  about  air  to  air  combat,  this  is — 

these  are  skills  that  need  to  be  honed  on  a  daily  basis.  It 

isn't  something  they  can  do  for  a  week  or  two  weeks  and  lay 

off  for  three  or  four  months.  It's  something  thev  need  to 

do  on  a  daily  basis  to  be  prepared  if  they  have  to  co  to 

war.  These  nilots  are  caoable  or  have  to  be  caoable  of 
- 

being  able  to  go  to  war  in  24  hours.  They  don't  know  whether 
it's  Lebanon  or  where,  so  they  have  to  train  with  that 
attitude  in  mind.  If  they  aet  their  supersonic  traininq, 
if  the  balloon  goes  up,  they  are  goinq  to  war  being  de¬ 
ficient  in  an  area.  We  would  like  to  send  them  over  so 
they  are  completely  trained  in  all  areas. 

In  the  Environmental  Statement,  it  talks  about 
booms.  I'm  talking  about  sonic  booms.  Talks  about  30  to 
38  reaching  the  ground  on  a  given  day.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  this  is  the  worst  case,  the  absolute  worst  case,  and 
the  reason  for  that  is  because  when  they  came  up  with  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  said  there  are  going  to  be 
times  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  we  are  going  to  be  hosting 
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!  exercises  around  the  United  States,  that  is,  aircraft  from 
I  ail  over  the  United  States  coming  out  to  Hill,  and  talkina 

t 

j  about  50  to  75  aircraft.  This  would  normally  be  in  the 

i 

summer  months  and  two  or  three  weeks  at  the  most.  Normally, 
under  normal  conditions,  all  the  rest  of  the  tine  we  would 

I 

j  only  expect  eiabt  sonic  booms  to  be  generated  in  this  area 
J  on  a  given  day.  Once  again,  when  a  sonic  boom  is  venerated, 

J  it  is  one  boom,  doesn't  impact  the  entire  around  at  the  same 
time.  Someone  down  here  may  hear  some,  and  one  up  here 

i 

|  may  not.  When  we  are  talking  about  eight  sonic  booms  reach- 

i 

ing  the  around  on  a  given  day,  we  are  talkinu  about  sonics 
down  here,  hearing  one  or  two,  and  up  here,  one  or  two.  It 
would  be  spread  out  over  all  the  whole  area.  Most  of  the 
sonic  booms  would  occur  between  20  and  30,000  feet.  Normally, 
that  is  where  the  air  to  air  engagements  start.  Once  they 
pass  each  other,  the  air  speed  drops  off  very  rauidly.  They 
would  fly  down  to  an  area  5,000  feet  above  the  ground. 

i 

There's  going  to  be  a  5,000  foot  cushion,  5,000  feet  above 
the  ground,  that  no  one  can  go  to  (inaudible)  is  to  damper 
the  noise  and  the  other  one  is  a  safety  factor,  because  he 
would  have  to  quit  his  engagement  before  he  hits  that  5,000 

foot  buffer  zone. 

i 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  sonic  area 
that  we  are  talking  about  down  here  has  no  effect,  and  I 
repeat,  no  effect,  on  commercial  aviation,  none  whatsoever. 
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1  2. 


Now,  that  concludes  my  brief  ina ,  and  I'll  turn  the 
briefing  over  to  Keith  Davis. 

Keith? 

KEITH  DAVIS:  I  would  like  to  very  cmickly  discuss 
what  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  addresses.  As 
the  primary  impaction  as  indicated  before  in  an  area  is 
already  used  extensively  by  the  military.  Impacts  are 
associating  with  the  new  proposal,  so  the  sonic  booms  that 
wi 1 1  be  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  we  are  re¬ 
stricting  that  any  single  location  under  worse  conditions 
will  hear  possibly  three  booms,  as  many  as  three  booms,  90 
percent  of  the  time,  possibly  go  up  to  five  booms,  two 
percent  of  the  time.  They  are  going  to  be  spread  out.  The 
main  impact,  of  course,  will  be  on  people.  The  Air  Force 
has  looked  at  92  studies  where  people  have  been  subjected  to 
higher  than  we  expect.  There  has  been  no  documented  cases 
of  personal  injury  because  of  those.  Basically,  they  are 
definitely  an  annoyance.  We  made  an  attempt  to  quantify 
that  annoyance,  but  we  feel  they  are  below  livable  thresh- 
holds. 

Also,  the  document  addressed  the  impact  on  animals, 
both  domestic  and  wild.  Again,  the  entities  we  were  involved 
with,  we  didn't  feel  there's  any  injuries  to  that —  beef 
and  dairy  cattle,  no  significant  impact  should  occur  from 
these  type  booms. 
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Impact  on  structures,  booms,  I’m  sure  you  arc 
aware,  do  rattle  structures.  There's  slight  possibilities 
of  window  breakage  and  plaster  damage.  In  ail  cases  where 
there  is  already  a  weakened  plaster  and  pane,  these  should 
not  initiate  new  danmc  at  the  levels  we  are  talkinq  about. 

Impact  on  terrain,  they  should  not  be  hinh  enouah 


7  j  to  impact  mine  operations,  cause  landslides,  that  type  of 

i 

8  !  problems. 

i  1 
I 

9  j  Impact,  on  (inaudible)  .  The  Air  Force  was  involved 

10  i in  a  study  to  look  at  four  supersonic  training  areas  or  the 

i 

11  j  land  area,  the  communities  under  those  supersonic  training 

12  areas.  They  found  no  significant  impact  on  area  economics, 

13  land  values,  mining,  cattle  industry,  those  types  of  situa- 

14  tions .  These  are  the  areas  that  are  addressed  in  the  imoact 

15  statement  that  we  would  be  interested  in  hearinn  comments 

16  on  those  areas. 

17  Give  you  a  brief  history  what's  happened  with  this 

18  imoact  analysis  process,  As  mentioned  earlier,  the  proposal 

19  originated  at  (inaudible)  of  1978.  At  that  time,  the  Air 

20  Force  prepared  an  Environmental  Assessment,  sent  it  through 

21  command  up  through  the  Air  Force  level.  In  Washinoton,  they 

22  determined  in  1980  that  that  Environmental  Assessment  was 

23  not  comprehensive  enough  to  address  this  issue.  They 

24  directed  (inaudible)  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 

25  Statement.  We  announced  a  Notice  of  Intent.  It  was 
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1  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  August  of  19P0.  Vie 

2  j sent  out  primarily  to  state  and  federal  agencies.  also 

3  I  did  local  news  releases.  Anyone  that  expressed,  an  interest 

.  (  i 

4  at  that  time  was  put  on  a  mailing  list  for  the  future  mailing 

5  | or  anything  that  went  on  from  that  point  on,  those  people 

6  J were  informed.  Ir  August  of  1983,  we  then  released  the  ! 

7  Inraft  Environmental  Impact  to  the  public.  To  date,  in  1983, 

8  | the  Air  Force  was  involved  in  a  couple  of  studies  to  try  to 

i 

9  I  bet  ter  describe  the  impacts.  That  was  a  primary  reason  for 

I 

'that  delay.  Soon  after  wc  released  the  documents ,  we  got 

11  I  numerous  public  comments  sayinq  that  they —  there  was  not 

12  enough  time  to  respond,  information  hasn't  been  sent  out  in 

13  i  timely  enough  manner,  so  we  made  the  extension  of  public 

14  matter  to  the  16th  of  December  and  scheduled  public  meetings 

15  for  this  week.  As  mentioned  earlier,  these  comments,  dis- 

16  cussions  that  take  place  now  will  then  be  incorporated  into 

17  a  f  inal  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  If  the  Air 

18  Force  makes  a  decision  to  pursue  the  proposal,  that  final 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  again  be  released  to  the 

20  public  for  comments.  That's  where  we  are  at  now. 

21  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  May  I  ask  that  the  house 

22  lights  be  turned  up  now.  Thank  you. 


23  I'm  very  pleased  now  to  have  the  privilege  of 

24  introducing  to  you.  Congresswoman  Barbara  Vucanovich,  for 
ZS  her  comments. 
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,  HONORABLE  BARBARA  VUCANOVICH,  CONGRESSMAN,  SECOND 

j  DISTRICT,  NEVADA:  1  would  like  to  welcome  everyone  here 
toniqht,  and  I  would  particularly  like  to  thank  then  for 
coming  and  speaking.  We  had  well  over  150  people  last  nictht 
in  Ely,  and  I  hope  we  still  have  people  coming  in  here,  be- 
I  cause  I  think  it  is  important.  As  you  may  be  aware,  I 

j  reouested  these  hearings  earlier  because  I  felt  that  the 

i 

Department  of  Defense  and  our  Air  Force,  in  particular,  had 
;  not  allowed  sufficient  time  for  the  public  comments.  3  am 
very  pleased  that  the  Air  Force  has  agreed  to  hold  these 

I  special  meetings,  and  on  behalf  of  all  of  us,  I  want  to 

} 

j  express  my  sincere  appreciation  for  this  special  considers- 
|  tion. 

J  We  are  all  here  because  we  are  concerned  about  too 

j  much  of  our  Nevada  air  space  being  restricted  to  military 
air  use.  It  has  always  been  a  problem  in  some  areas  of  our 
state.  With  this  latest  proposal,  I  must  say  I  believe  the 
Air  Force  is  simply  asking  for  too  much.  With  distances 
as  great  as  they  are  in  Nevada  and  with  communities  as 
isolated,  air  travel  is  an  absolute  necessity,  and  that  need 
is  not  being  recognized  by  the  Air  Force.  In  fact,  the 
proposal  before  us  would  restrict  so  much  air  space  that 
general  aviation  travel  to  certain  parts  in  our  state  would 
no  longer  offer  the  significant  time  saving  that  it  now 
does.  This  would  increase  the  isolation  of  communities  near 
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1  the  SOA  or  under  the  MOA  and  would  represent  what  I  believe 

2  is  an  unacceptable  level  of  government  control  over  our  air 


5  space , 


This  meeting  is  to  discuss  these  and  other  problems 


5  that  we,  as  Nevada  citizens,  have  with  reoard  to  this  matter. 

6  J  want  to  encourage  everyone  to  speak  up  here  forcefully 

^  J  and  to  demand  that  they  satisfactorily  try  to  answer  ctugs- 

8  |  tions.  I  realize  there  are  a  lot  of  neople  who  would  like 

I 

9  |  to  speak  tonight,  and  1  hope  they  will.  I  would  like  to  just 

10  I  pose  a  couple  of  questions  that  we  hope  the  Air  Force  will 

11  | answer.  If  they  don't  answer  right  away,  I'm  sure  they  will 

12  before  the  evening  is  over  or  before  the  EIS  is  finished. 

13  I  understand  that  the  Air  Force  is  not  actually 

14  enlarging  the  MOA,  but  they  are  redrawing  the  lines  to  allov? 

15  a  slightly  larger  corridor  into  Salt  Lake  City.  The  corridor 

cm 

16  is  a  strip  very  narrow  and  doesn't  allow  much  leeway  for 

17  correcting  course  errors.  What  did  the  Air  Force  use  to 

18  determine  this  change? 

19  Secondly,  I  really  am  concerned  as  to  how  this 

20  will  affect  our  private  citizens,  and  I'm  talking  about 

21  ranchers  and  people  who  live  under  or  near  the  MOA,  and,  of  j 

22  course,  I'm  concerned  about  the  livestock. 

21  But,  I  won't  talk  any  longer  because  I  would  like 

24  to  hear  some  of  you  get  up  and  ask  some  questions. 

25  Thank  you  all  for  being  here,  and,  again,  thank  the 
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Air  Force  for  conducting  these  hearings. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you,  Conaresswoman 
Vucanovich . 

May  I  now  ask  Senator  Glaser  to  come  forward  and 
address  you. 

HONORABLE  SENATOR  GLASER:  Congresswoman  Vucanovich 
and  friends  and  neighbors,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
express  my  views  here  tonight  and  also  appreciate  the  Air 

! 

j  Force  in  bringing  this  hearing  to  Elko.  I  am  a  member  of 

! 

|  the  Nevada  Legislature.  My  Senatorial  District  runs  from  the 

i 

j  Utah  border  over  by  Wendover  to  the  California  border  north 

i 

of  Reno,  from  the  Oregon  border  to  Central  Nevada.  I  am 
appearing  today  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  enlargement 
of  the  supersonic  operation  area,  and  I  think —  I  think  for 
most  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Nevada  Legislature.  I'm  going 
to  give  some  broad,  philosophical  expressions  of  my  views, 
and  I  think  their' s,  and  of  our  Staff  Assistant  with  the 
Nevada  Legislative  Counsel,  Bob  Erickson,  will  folDow  me  and 
will  give  his  detailed  analysis  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Studies  as  he  sees  it. 

I  feel  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Study 
does  not  adequately  address  the  impact  that  the  SOA  will  have 
on  the  •quality  of  livestock  or  residents  of  the  area  or  on 
the  ranching  or  the  mining  or  the  industries  in  the  area, 
in  presentations  that  were  made  here.  No  one  can  be  sure  of 
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the  physiological  and  physiological  damage  that  might  occur 
to  the  individuals,  to  the  livestock,  or  wildlife  to  the 
area.  There  hasn't  been  enough  research  done  in  this  area 
yet.  1  would  also  like  to  point  out,  in  the  narrow  corridors 
that  they  will  be  operating  in  is  the  (inaudible)  Town  of 
Wendover.  Wendover  is  growing  by  leaps  and  bounds  and  be¬ 
coming  a  very  important  economic  asset  to  the  State  of 
Nevada  and  to  Elko  County. 

Nov;,  1  recognize  the  importance  of  a  strong  mili¬ 
tary  and  training  of  Air  Force  pilots,  but  I  would  like  to 
point  out,  Nevada,  over  the  years,  has  contributed  more  of 
the  surface  area  to  defense,  to  atomic  energy,  to  disposal 
of  radioactive  waste,  than  any  other  state  in  the  Union.  In 
recent  years  and  in  the  recent  months,  there  has  been  a 
strong  move  by  the  Department  of  Defense  establishment  to 
balloon  these  areas.  Encroachment  is  being  made  not  only  on 
the  ground,  on  the  water  resources,  but  in  the  air  space.  I 
know  that  they've  given  some  assurances  that  small  aircraft 
will  be  allowed  to  fly  over  some  of  these  areas.  Let  me 
point  out  that  not  too  long  ago  I  flew  with  a  friend  to  Las 
Vegas,  and  we  had  to  go  to  Las  Vegas  by  way  of  Cedar  City 
in  order  to  circumvent  the  Nellis  air  space  and  their  test¬ 
ing  grounds,  and  he  told  me,  he  said,  you  know,  when  the 
Air  Force  was  holding  hearings  on  the  establishing  of  Nellis 
Air  Force  Base,  that  they  assured  us  that  small  craft  could 
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i 

fly  in  and  out  and  through  this  area;  now,  in  recent  years 

I  have  not  been  able  to  go  directly.  I  was  buying  the  gas 

I 

on  that  particular  trip,  and  I  was  buying  the  aas  on  that 
particular  trip,  and  it  cost  ne  an  extra  50  on  that  trip. 

The  Nellis  base  in  Clark  County  just  recently 
expanded  its  area  and  moved  another  40  miles  east,  many 

i 

l 

|  thousands  of  sauare  miles  have  been  added  to  that  area.  The 
l 

Navy  base  at  Fallon  wants  more  surface  area  and  wants  to 
balloon  its  supersonic  space  east  out  of  Austin  and  Battle 

i 

j  Mountain.  The  air  base  at  Ogden,  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  now 
wants  to  expand  the  supersonic  military  operation  area,  not 
only  in  Utah  but  across  the  border  into  Nevada.  Well, 

Nevada  has  become  rather  sensitive  in  recent  years  because 
of  our  sovereignty  and  dominion,  and  I  guess  it's  because 
we  have  so  little  of  it.  The  dismal  statistics  is  that  87 
percent  of  our  surface  is  controlled  by  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment,  and  I  suppose  that  is  why  they  always  look  to  Nevada 
to  expand  defense  operations  areas. 

I'd  like  to  conclude  with  this  thought,  that  wo 
don't  have  much  land  in  private  ownership  in  Nevada.  We 
don't  have  much  water  in  Nevada.  The  Great  Basin  is  the 
driest  in  the  Union,  but  we  do  have  abundance  of  sky.  Now, 
Uncle  Sam  wants  to  move  in  to  that  area  and  preempt  us  from 
it.  This  proposal  will  take  two  percent  of  the  Nevada  air 
space,  over  2,000  square  miles,  some  1.3  million  acres.  I 
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contend  that  it’s  an  excessive  demand,  that  they  ought  to 
cio  back  to  the  drawing  boards  and  see  if  there  is  some  way 
they  can  consolidate  that  land  anc  make  it  more  compact  and 
do  like  we  do  m  Nevada  where  wc  have  multiple  type  use 

Than];  you,  very  much. 

THi  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you.  Senator  Glaser. 

I  request  Mr .  Robert  Erickson  to  come  to  the  micro- 
;  hone  .  1  might  note,  l'n  permitting  Nr .  Erickson  to  speak, 

an c  this  may  appear  to  depart  from  the  proposed  sneakers; 
kc'vcr,  1  believe  Mr.  I  rick son  is  soenkinn  on  behalf  the 


RObhRT  EF  1 C  K  SON  :  Thank,  you,  Colonel  Casari. 
uor,  Congresswoman  Vucanovich,  and  ladies  and  Gentlemen, 
additional  comments  based  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Stato- 
: :.t,  1  think  the  first  thing  1  would  like  to  point  out  is 
vhcit  almost  all  of  Nevada,  you  can  check  it  on  the  maps, 
cor  i.i  i  nod  in  the  1.1S,  almost,  all  of  Nevada  tails  more  than 
I'N  nautical  miles  away  from  the  (inaudible)  yet,  on  Dace 
IN.  of  the  EIS,  it.  states  that  the  hundred  nautical  mile 
ciitoria  is  applied  to  the  F-16  training  area.  Alternative 
analysis,  since  creator  distances,  namely  goina  into  Nevada, 
would  preclude  a  sufficient  amount  of  time  devoted  to  actual 
supersonic  flight,  air  combat  training  on  each  sortie,  a 
significant  reduction  of  training  time  in  this  manner,  again , 
over  100  nautical  miles  would  severely  impair  the  unit 
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1  capability  in  1-.cet.in3  mission  rcauirenants,  and  in  all  defer-  I 

2  ence  to  our  friends  over  in  Utah,  1  think  that  this  proposal  ; 

3  ■  perhaps  should  not  have  considered  the  air  soace  over  Nevada.! 

4  Kc  have  plenty  of  air  space  that's  being  withdrawn  now  f roir  I 

5  Nellis  end  now  the  Pallor'  Naval  Air  Station,  and  3  would  ask  ! 

6  that  the  Air  force  examine  that  100  nautical  mile  criteria  i 
1  arc  fcc  if  the  Nevada  air  space  is  truly  needed  for  this 

S  :  ran: sal.  i 


9  ^  The  second  point  l  would  like  to  make,  and  the  : 

10  ir.o.l  One,  has  to  do  with  what  I  believe  is  an  madeeuate  ! 

! 

11  evaluation  of  designating  the  north  area  shown  on  the  map 

12  <  oi  lier  as  a  possible  area  instead  of  the  southern  area.  J  j 

1 

13  noted  that  the  Colonel,  or  Mr.  Davis  had  a  map  up  that  was  j 

I 

14  not  included  in  the  Knvironmental  Impact  Statement.  That  j 

15  showed  a  commercial  airwavs  in  the  area  that  is  not  I 

I 

16  :  contained  in  the  environmental  Imnact  Statement.  There  is  J 

17  :  no  discussion  on  what  kind  of  use  is  made  over  that  north  : 

1 

18  area  in  terms  of  commercial  aviation.  How  difficult  is  it 

:  1 

19  for  these  routes  to  be  adjusted  if  that  north  were  to  be  i 

j 

20  '  rebooted  instead  of  the  area  being  (inaudible)  The  Environ-  j 

21  ! mental  Impact  Statement  gives  four  reasons  why  the  north  ; 

22  area  was  not  selected.  Thev  did  mention  that  it  is  better 

I 

23  j  that  it  is  completely  within  100  miles,  excluding  that  Nevada  j 

I 

24  jeortion,  but  most  of  it  is  within  100  nautical  miles  of  Hill 

1 

25  | Air  Force  Base,  making  it  more  feasible  for  the  training 
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1  ,  sessions  that  arc  needed.  I'irst  ci  all,  page  21,  it  states  | 

2  that  several  commercial  over  the  Lucins  MOA  area,  and  aoajn  i 
■  ! 

3  J  would  ask  how  often  arc-  they  used,  night  there  be  some  | 

4  ■  ad i ustments ,  and  what  about,  the  corridor  that  exists  between  : 

.  "  I 

5  that  north  and  south  area,  is  that  an  alternative.  Secondly, 

6  the  population  as  was  built  up  nuitc  a  hit  in  the  Environ-  ! 

7  v or  t  a  1  Impact  Statement,  it  stated  that  the  area,  dandy  | 

I 

8  Extension,  had  a  much  smaller  population  or  siemi f : cant] y  I 

i 

9  smaller  population  than  in  the  Lucin  MOA  area.  However,  vhop.i 

10  you  start  reading  details  of  the  report,  the  nomilpt  ior,  in  i 

11  t)  lucin  MOA  is  400  as  opposed  to  the  Gandy  Extension  boi.na  \ 

J 

12  j  5  '• .  then  you  delete  Mont  olio  with  1  BO  people  and  Grouse' 

i 

13  Ci-ek,  it’s  only  left  with  105  people,  perhaps  out  in  the  j 

14  Grit  rials  only  a  hundred  people  or  so.  So,  what  I'm--  j 

15  what  I'm  suggesting  is  fo =■  the  Air  Force  to  take  a  look  at  j 

16  possibly  combining  the  restricted  area  R-604  and  portions  j 

17  of  the  l.ucin  MOA  into  one  area  for  this  tyne  of  operation.  > 

18  In  addition,  the  report  went  on  to  say  that  j 

1 

19  topography  in  the  northern  area  was  basically  not  as  aood  i 

20  j  as  that  in  the  south,  because  in  the  south  the  mountains 

i  i 

i  ■  I 

21  i  could  bo  used  to  mask  various  sorties.  However,  if  the 

22  aircraft  is  to  fly  at  5,000  feet  above  the  oround  level,  it  j 

I 

23  !  would  seem  to  me  to  be  impossible  for  the  Nevada  site  for  j 

24  j  any  aircraft  to  operate  and  mask  their  missions  between--  i 

25  I  behind  mountains.  book  at  the  topography,  shows  that  low  i 

i 
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1  elevations  in  Nevada  in  tin  proposed  SOA  is  about  6,000 

2  feet  elevation,  the  hiohcst.  peak  in  Nevada  in  that  area  is 

3  ;  about  9,600  feet.  Host  of  the  valleys,  indeed,  are  about 

4  0,000  feet,  and  most  of  the  mountains  are  between  eiaht  and 

5  nine,  therefore  ,  makino  that  area  not  ideal  or  not  possible 

6  to  run  those  supersonic  missions  below  the  mountain  level. 

7  Tinally,  there  was  talk  about  the  SHUS  antenna 

8  arena  network,  and  it's  my  under  st  and  inn  that  this  nctv.’ork 

9  t  >:istf  in  the.  north  as  veil  as  the  south.  They  propose  to 

10  t.vvradc  the  are?,  in  the  south.  1  would  ask  v.’hy  not  uoerade 

11  the  area  in  the  north  instead.  3  would  ask  that  (inaudible) 

12  exists  64-4  and  a  portion  of  the  l.ucin  MOA  and  see  if  there 

13  r  m!  t  not  be  a  vay  to  lesson  some-  of  the  environmental 

M  -a  acts  and  some  of  the  concerns  that  have  been  raised  hero 

15  in  Nevada. 

16  ■  With  that,  1  thank  you  for  your  time. 

17  TJir  PARING  OTTICilR:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

18  i  r i ok son. 

19  Nevada  State  Assemblyman,  Pill  Bilyeu,  if  he's 

20  ;  !.(”■{•,  the  microphone  is  yours. 

21  HONORAPi  U  BYRON  h.  BlbYFV  ,  ASSFMRbYMAN :  Thank 

22  you  ,  Colonel  . 

23  !  Connrcssman  Yucanovich,  Senator  Glaser,  ladies 

24  •  and  nent lemon,  there's  not  much  that  1  can  add  to  what 

25  !  Conaressman  Vucanovich  has  already  said,  what  tire  Senator 


"N  r 
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1  and  jiOL  lias  ably  said.  Our  conrern,  t  ho  impact,  that  ]  'vc  ; 

2  cotton  back  Iron1  most  of  r.y  constituents  about  the  oravc  j 

3  c  oncerns  arc  about  the  proposal.  They  do  not  think  the-  | 

I 

4  '  I  nvi ronnenta!  fltater.ent  has  been  adequately  assessed.  1  i 

5  near  a  rrcat  deni  of  comment ,  narticularly  iron  Private  1 

6  •l.ots,  as  sometimes  a  orivate  nilot ,  myself,  J  had  the  j 

I 

7  i  >:}  or icnco  of  tr^in:1  to  throat  the-  various  corridors.  1  i 

I 

i 

8  sometimes  susnecl  that,  the  Air  Force  doesn't  talk  to  the  I 

9  ’.aw,  and  the  Navy  doesr '  t  talk  to  the  Marines,  and  the  1 

10  !  Ovnr.cnt  of  Defense  docs  not  correlate  all  of  them,  in  terms ; 

11  r  :  r.OA '=  and  DO  A '  s  ,  and  1  chink  v;c  already  have  so  much  of  1 

12  , our  area  taken  u-’  by  the  Federal  Government,  the  nilitarv,  ! 

i 

13  ;.nd  1  tell  you  in  all  honesty,  1  think  you  ought  to  look  j 

14  ;  •.  si  wards,  perhaps  over  Dougway.  3  don’t  know  what  sensitive! 

1 

15  '  abs  they  have  over  there  that  reouired  them  to  novo.  J.  j 

16  ''Ondcr  v.’hy  that  was  not  looked  at  harder.  j 

17  :  hut,  the  concerns  that  we  have  here  in  Nevada  v;as  i 

18  .with  so  much  of  our  resources  taken  up  by  the  Federal  Govern- j 

i 

19  merit.  General  aviation  is  so  important  to  us  in  terms  of  | 

;  ‘  ! 

20  ; physically  gottinn  from  here  to  there.  It  is  so  important  j 

21  .to  us  that  to  further  restrict  our  air  space ,  Cod  love  us, 

??  ,v-.  all  are  strono  for  national  defense  in  terms  of  r.l.ko  and  | 

I 

23  j  1  uveka  Counties  which  I  represent.  My  friends  out  in  Ely, 

24  |  I  don't  think  you'll  find  more  stroncier  oeonle  who  are 

25  J stronger  for  national  defense  than  those  people.  But,  vc  have 
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"o:  ■posed  to  the  'jrotosiil.  V'c  would 
lie  in  favor  of  alternatives  b,  c,  oi 
d  as  addressed  on  pace  two  of  the 
DEI  b . 

"Or  yarn  ’"our,  tlie  In'  1 1"  states,  en¬ 
vironment  a  1  ji'nootF  are  considered 
j"ii. jral  Hi  oil  rosMects  exoeot  the 
noise  losult.ir.a  f  ton  sonic  boot 
activity.  At  a  rate  of  ICO  to  12r> 
sonic  foot?  per  day,  the  federation 
f  on  i  s  that  this,  is  a  sioni  •ricant. 
art-pact  on  the  onvi  ronnont . 

"r;  be  DI  I S  states  that  on  yacc  five 
that  questions  on  lony  tern  pro¬ 
tracted  exposure  and  sublevel  ro- 
sponst'F.  of  wildlife  remain  to  be 
studied.  On  naco  AG  oi  the  DEIS 
we  read,  one-  study  indicated  that 
sooty  tern  reproduction  rates  were 
severin'  reduced  when  the  coos  wore 
ooocsed  to  intense  sonic  boons. 

The  federation  wishes  to  point  out 
that  the  proposed  area  is  some  of 
our  finest  doer  winter  ranne.  What 
will  the  sor.ic  booms  do  to  the  rut, 


i 


28 


"arc  what  efioct  will  the'  stresF  of 
llit-  booms  have  on  the  nreonant  does? 

Vi  11  this  stress  rosul  t  in  a  hieihor 
fawn  mortality?  The  nr.if.  states  on 
pane  46,  the  most  delicate  and  sensi¬ 
tive  behavior  of  animals  is  that 
associated  '-’ith  biclooical  reoroduc- 
t  ion. 

"Also  of  innortance  to  us  is  the  fact 
t.hat.  the  valleys  of  the  proposed  area 
arc  among  Nevada’s  finest  trophy  ante¬ 
lope  habitat.  Kill  the  booms  interfere 
with  antelope  reproduction,  or  will  the 
booms  make  them  more  vulnerable-  to 
hunters? 

"Quoting  from  the  Prif,  page  57,  which 
is  a  quote  from  the  Wilderness  Act  of 
1964,  Wilderness  as  described  in  the 
Adt  is  to  be  an  area  un trammeled  by 
man,  with  the  imprint  of  man’s  work 
substantial lv  unnot iceable ,  and  that 


22  '  has  outstanding  oooortunities  for 

23  !  solitude.  We  fool  the  proposal  hardly 

24  fits  the  description  of  a  wilderness 

25  area.  The  Goshute  WSA  recommended 
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"for  inclusion  in  the  National  wilder¬ 
ness  Preservation  System  in  the  Ma” 

19E3  BLf1  DEIS  as  the  preferred  alterna¬ 
tive  ir  totally  included  in  the  proposed 
operations  area.  The  area  is  immediately 
adiacent  to  the  South  Peouop  and  Bluebell 
V.’SA's,  which  have  received  the  same  ap- 
oroval  by  EBP  as  the  Gosh.ute  Peak  V.’SA. 
"Quoting  from  the  PEIS,  Dane  59,  Recre¬ 
ational  activities  now  taking  nlace  in 
the  land  area  beneath  the  oronosed 
suoersonic  flight  airspace  are  of  the 
outdoor  wilderness  experience  nature, 
activities  includino  hunting,  hikinci, 
canting ,  etcetera.  These  are  activi¬ 
ties  where  the  values  of  unspoiled 
nature  are  deliberately  souaht.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  remoteness  of  the  area, 
the  total  number  of  people  partici¬ 
pating  in  these  activities  is  expected 
to  be  smal 1  . 

"The  Federation  wishes  to  point  out 
that  in  our  arid  and  harsh  state,  ar¬ 
eas  of  this  nature  are  scarce.  Our 
population  is  urowing  rapidly,  perhaps 
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"the  most  ragidlv  in  the  nation,  and 
recreational  demands  on  this  area  will 
increase  significantly.  The  White  Pine 
Power  Project  DEIS  of  October  19B3  cites 
the  preferred  location  of  the  oenerat- 
ino  plant  in  Worth  Steptoe  Valley.  T.nis 
site  is  less  than  50  miles  from  the  pro¬ 
posed  operations  area.  The  WPPP  DEIS 
states  on  oane  lr,  at  the  peak  of  con¬ 
struction,  the  total  population  of  white 
Pine  Countv  will  be  nearly  50  percent 
more  than  its  projected  level  without 
WP?P.  The  increased  population  will 
place  an  increased  demand  on  outdoor 
recreation . 

"The  Federation  v/ishes  to  discuss  one 
final  point,  that  beino  raptors.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  BL?"  s  Draft  Wells  Re¬ 
source  Danaoement  Plan  and  CIS,  of 
major  significance  in  the  Goshute  WSA 
5,000  to  6,000  raptors,  including  aos- 
hawks  and  c-oiden  and  bald  eagles,  have 
boon  observed  minratinq  south  each  fall. 
This  does  not  include  the  resident 
raotors.  What  will  be  the  effect  of 


1 


2  , 

3 

4  j 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
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"the  surxrsomc  booms  on  these  raotors? 
Kill  the  booms  alter  their  forage  sup¬ 
ply?  bill  the  booms  disturb  nesting, 
and  reproduction? 

"Of  at  least  eoual  importance,  what 
will  the  effect  of  the  raptors  be  on 
an  r-16?  here  at  Nellis  Air  Force 
Base,  outside  Las  Venas,  a  civilian 
falconer  is  employed  to  beep  small 

birds  off  the  flight  line.  Some  range 

* 

personnel  have  exnressed  concern  that 


12 

I 

13 

14  | 

i 

i 

15  j 

I 

16  j 

17  I 

18  | 

19  | 

| 

20  j 


if  wild  horse  populations  are  not  con¬ 
trolled,  starvation  may  attract  carrion 
birds  that  could  be  a  threat  to  iet 
aircraft.  The  operational  altitude  . 
proposed  for  the  supersonic  operations 
area  is  certainly  well  within  the  soar¬ 
ing  altitude  of  the  raptors  inhabiting 
the  area. 

"At  a  replacement  cost  of  $12  -  16,000, 


21  j  000,  the  loss  of  one  or  two  F-16's  to 

1 

22  i  a  raptor  would  certainlv  exceed  the 

i 

23  cost  of  any  temporary  duty  assianments 

24  for  training  in  a  more  suitable  area 

25  both  environmentally  and  tactically. 
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1  ■  "While  the  purchase  of  an  F-16 

2  and  payment  for  temporary  duty 

3  •  minht  come  from  different  budaets,  I 

I 

4  ■  the  taxpayers  are  footinn  the  bill."  \ 

5  Sinned,  Sincerely,  John  A.  Leitch,  President.  j 

1 

i 

fc  Thank  you. 

7  .  T"E  HEARING  OFFICER:  Kr.  Chilton,  as  for  the 

6  (  record,  indicated  a  rc-auest  to  be  called  last.  I  will  honor 
9  ■  that  renuest . 

10  Hr.  Thomas  K.  Gallagher? 

11  THOMAS  H.  GALLAGHER:  I’m  Tom  Gallanher,  Elko. 

12  :  1  cm  Chairran  of  the  Aviation  Committee,  Elko  Chamber  of 

13  Commerce.  1  have  ootten  into  this  from  my  interest  as  a 

14  'pilot  and  also  from  our —  the  standpoint  of  the  air  service 

15  that  we  are  presently  enjioyinn  in  Elko  and  wonder  if  it  will 
1*5  j  continue . 

17  .  Recently,  the  air  carrier  that  serves  Elko  has 

18  '  stated  that  his  cost  will  be  considerably  increased  with  j 

I 

19  !  havincr  to  qo  around  the  supersonic  area.  I  think  that  one 

i 

20  ;  t.h  ina  that  has  to  be  particularly  addressed.  Colonel,  you 

i 

21  'did  liohtly,  I  believe,  is  the  nuestion,  and  1  have  addressed 

!  ‘  I 

22  ! this  to  Cormresswonan  Vucanovich  and  Senator  Hecht  and  also 

23  to  Senator  laxalt's  offices,  that  perhaps  there  is  a  oossi- 

24  bility  to  place  more  of  this  activity  down  in  the  central 

i 

25  part  of  the  state,  in  the  Nevada  Test  Site.  And,  I  really 
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■  do  think  that  there  is  a  need  for  Concessional  review 

I  relative  to  the  expansion.  V'e  all  heard  about  the  Navy's 

i  area,  and  novj  the  Air  Force  area  for  their  test  sites,  and 

|  1  think  that  that  should  bo  studied  closely.  There’s  a 

,  tremendous  area  included  in  the  Nevada  Test  Site,  and  3 

I  think  that  the  possibilitv  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Army,  and 
i 

|  Navy,  and  Karines  beinp  asked  to  y;ork  closely  toaether  in 

I 

I  that  area  m.ioht  solve  this  problem. 

I 

As  far  as  our  comments.  Colonel,  about  the  fuel 
|  used  to  oo  from  Hill  Air  Force  Ease  dovm  to  this  test  area, 

:  and  that  reducing  their  maneuverina  time  and/or  fliaht  time 
j  in  the  test  area,  I'm  sure  that  all  these  pilots  have  to 
j  out  in  a  certain  amount  of  flioht  time,  whether  it's  cross- 

I 

country  time.  And,  cross-country  time  in  an  F-16  from  Hill 

Air  Force  Base  down  to  the  Nevada  Test  Site,  1  think  v?ould 

!  iust  serve  to  fill  in  their  requirement- —  reouired  fliaht 

! . 

|  time,  even  if  it  did  cut  down  slinhtly  on  their  supersonic 
time  once  they  qot  there.  But,  I  think  this  problem,  the 
problem  around  Fallon  and  the  problem  that  we  see  in  this 
Gandy  area,  should  be  addressed  in  a  Concressional  review 
of  just  how  necessary  it  is  to  expand  these  areas  and 
|  wouldn't  it  be  better  to  consolidate  the  areas  and  oet  the-1 
all  down  there  in  one  place  and  v?e  can  fly  around  them,  cr 
possibly  with  permission,  fly  throuah  them. 

Thank  you  very  much . 
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TIIF.  REARING  OFFICER:  ThanV.  you  very  much,  sir. 

i 

!  I  have  a  card  from  Dr.  Kenneth  S.  Allen.  Dr.  Allen 

J 

j does  not  wish  to  speak.  lie  requested  that  I  read  the  follow- 

| ing  question  into  the  record  and  determine  if  the  Force  is 
i 

| prepared  to  oive  a  resoonse. 

I 

!  If  additional  air  snace  is  ooina  to  be  taken,  can 

!  the  Military  and  FAA  v’ork  tonether  in  terms  of  joint  use  of 

i 

|  the  air  space,  especially  IFF,  through  the  MOA's?  Please 


comment . 


I  have  inquired  of  the  Air  Force  Team  Chief,  and 


I ' n  advised  the  response  will  he  made  by  Lieutenant-Colonel 
Grant  Hackman.  1  would,  ask  Colonel  Hackman  to  state  for  the 
record  where  he  is  stationed  and  his  duty  position  there. 

LIEUTENANT-COLONEL  GRANT  HACKMAN:  My  name  is 
I-ieutenant-Colonel  Grant  Hackman.  I’m  a  pilot  in  the  Air 
Force  and  also  the  Air  Force  representative  to  the  Federal 
Administration  concerning  the  Tiolioies  of  joint  use. 

The  stated  policy  in  our--  all  of  our  air  space 
will  be  joint  use  to  the  maximum  extent  without  segregating 
our  mission.  I  think  you'll  find  that  if  you  review  the 
Air  Force  air  space  across  the  country,  you'll  find  that  a 
qreater  percentage  of  it--  I  don't  have  the  f inure,  but  very, 
very  laroe  oercentaoe  of  it  is  ioint  use,  especially  the 
air  space  that  we  are  talking  about,  Utah  T’esting-Trainina 
Range,  test  space  probably  has  some  of  the  best  joint  use 
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35. 


1  i  working  arranoeucnt  of  air  soace  in  the  United  States.  This 

2  |  applies  to  both  the  military  operations  area  air  snace  as 

3  ;  well  as  the  restricted,  area  air  space.  VJe  handle  the  joint 

4  j  use  in  two  different  manners.  One,  whenever  we  are  finished 

5  j  with  the  air  space  or  we  don't  need  it  for,  say,  some  reason, 

t 

g  i  the  aircraft  at  Hill  are  sitting  down  for  a  day,  we  don't 
7  ,  oven  call  up  the  air  space,  the  ^AA  has  it  to  use  as  they 
g  j  see  best  fit.  That,  let's  say,  would  be  a  strategic  tyoe 


* 

9  ! 

use.  V'e  also  have  a  tactical  type  joint  use,  xihen  in,  say, 

» 

10  ! 

for  the  next  35  minutes  we  arc  able  to  work  civilian  air¬ 

\ 

i. 

11  1 

craft  through  it,  in  fact,  there  again,  I  think  we  have  one 

t. 

12 

of  tho  best  arrangements  in  the  Air  Force  on  the  Utah  Testing 

9 

* 

13 

and  Training  Range  due  to  the  sophisticated  tyoe  of  radar 

1 

14 

and  radio  eauipment  that  we  at  Hill  have  at.  the  Clover 

15 

Control  that  would  provide  this  service  through  the  area. 

16 

And,  I  think  that  you’ll  find  .if  you  talk  to  one  of  the  air 

17 

carriers,  I'm  not  sure  which  one  serves.  This  oarticular 

IB 

one  I've  in  mind  serves  Ely.  That  mioht  be  the  same  carrier. 

19 

I  think  if  you  talk  to  their  operations  folks,  you'll  find 

20 

often  they  are  provided  direct  access  through  that  air  space. 

21 

I  hope  that  answers  the  Question. 

22 

THE  HEAP 1 NO  OFFICER:  Is  that  satisfactory  to 

23 

Dr.  Allen?  Apparently  so. 

1 

24 

Thank  you. 

(> 

25 

We  thank  Dr.  Allen  for  his  question  as  well. 
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Ladies  and  nentlemen,  v:e've  been  aoinct  about  an 
hour.  1  think  this  would  be  an  apnronriate  time  for  a  five 
minute  break . 

Thank  vou  verv  much. 


7  .order. 


(Whereupon  a  recess  was  taken.) 

THE  REARING  OFFICER:  This  bearinq  will  come  to 


Kill  Mr.  Tonv  Atkins  come  to  the  front  of  the 


9  auditorium  and  address  his  remarks  to  the  croup,  tsiease. 

10  TONV  ATKINS:  I'm  a  private  pilot  and  also  work 

11  I  in  the  minerals  industry  in  the  area.  1  think  the  expansion 

12  ! of  the  military  operations  is  a  moor  idea,  one,  on  the  basis 

13  !  of  being  a  private  pilot,  I  fly  a  172,  not  an  exactly  hinh- 

14  I  cowered  aircraft,  and  I  really  feel  that  I  have  a  real  prob- 

I 

15  | lem  in  crossino  a  (inaudible)  if  an  F-16  is  flying. 

I 

16  I  The  work  in  the  minerals  industry,  using  airplanes 

17  |  is  often  real  handy  to  look  out  crops  and--  and  the  same 

18  ]  thing,  if  I’m  flying  around  and  terrain-hugging  fighters 

19  i  comes  through  the  area,  there's  going  to  be  some  problems. 

20  I  The  military  has  a  lot  of  space  in  Nevada.  It's  a  real  sport 

21  j  to  choose  this  property.  I  fly  the  FR,  so  1  ao  with  the 

i 

22  winds  and  the  weather,  and  gust  the  expansion  of  these  areas 

23  is  coing  to  create  additional  hardshio  for  civilian  air- 

24  craft  in  my  work  as  a  neolocist  look.inq  at  landscapes.  I 

25  think  it's  a  very  poor  idea  to  expand  this  area. 
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THE  HEARING  OFFICER;:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Atkins,  for 


2  your  comments. 


Dr.  Richard  Beryin. 

RICHARD  BERGIN:  1  knov  the  Air  Force  is  aettino 
tired  of  hearing  from  me  here.  I'll  be  under  my  seven  } 


6  | minutes. 

1  i  First  of  all,  once  aoain,  for  the  benefit  of  the 

8  |  people  in  Elko,  the  executive  (inaudible)  statement  on  behalf 

i 

9  ! of  the  Nevada  State  Medical  Association,  the  statement  of 

10  1  opposition  of  the  concept  of  the  supersonic  f 3 ioht  at  low 

11  (altitudes  over  human  beings,  this  opposition  known  on  the 


12 


scientific  data  as  a  possible  hazard  to  human  health  and 


13  (welfare.  My  personal  position  upon  reviewing  the  documents, 

14  J  upon  many  bases,  is  that  it —  the  documents  we  are  reviewing, 

15  !  we  do  not  really  have  to  discuss  alternatives.  This  docu- 

16  I  ment  is  a  document  from  the  scientific  point  of  view.  The 

i 

17  i  entire  document  is  based  on  a  medical  (inaudible)  of  air 

1 

18  combat  maneuvering  and  predicted  (inaudible)  will  be  that 

19  will  be  generated  by  sonic  booms.  The  document  under- 

20  estimates  these  effects  by  various  rather  subtle  but  un~ 

21  scientific  ways  of  perhaps  defining  threshhold.  I  would 

22  like  to  (inaudible)  4957  (inaudible)  by  William  Callaway 

23  who  is  responsible  for  essentially  (inaudible)  air  combat 

24  maneuvering  air  space.  Now,  iust  so  you  realize  it  is  not 

25  my  idea,  he  states  that  this  model,  and  this  is  very 
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j  important  to  realize  that  this  entire  document,  all  the 

measurements,  all  the  predicted  over-pressures,  even  al low- 
i  inn  that  over-pressure  is  only  one  parameter,  that  is  im- 

j 

j  portant  to  assessing  a  human  response  to  a--  only  one  paran- 
i 

|  nter,  not  the  major  one,  but  even  allowino  tor  the  sake 
l  o£  argument.  Bill  Callaway  says  that  this  model  is  not  vali- 

I 

!  dated  by  any  sound  level  measurements.  'The  data  used  to 

1 

j  develop  the  model  assumes  for  (inaudible)  in  remembering 

2 

:  that  (inaudible)  of  special  distribution  are  soarse  and  have 

| 

;  been  fully  analyzed.  The  applicability  of  the  model  to 

j  other  aircraft  havinn  different  performance  characteristics 

1  or  to  other  combat  strategists  is  unknown .  Gallawav  states 

| 

j  very  clearly  that  the  present,  knowledne  that  the  Air  Force 
,  nlosses  over  in  this  document  ir.  not  sufficient  to  predict 
i  any  of  the  results  that  they  do  predict,  simple  things  that 
|  bring  to  mind,  the  lack  of  economic  imoact.  The  Air  Force 
j  conducted  a  study  in  (inaudible)  and,  for  instance,  what 
they  don’t  tell  you  included  in  the  economic  impact  are 
the  Cities  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson.  Now,  if  thev  are  not 
receiving  any  sonic  booms,  you  would  not  expect  the  land 
values  to  decrease.  Land  values  could  a o  to  zero  in  the 
j  rural  areas  and  still  not  establish  (inaudible)  actually 
affect  the  area  under  study.  The  Air  Force  states  there’s 
no  known  instance,  no  human  beings,  just  one  instance,  a 
court  case  w as  litiaated  in  Federal  Court,  a  lady  was  cut 
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1 

2  j 

3  | 

I 

4  I 


6  | 


7  | 

8  | 
9 


'w  W - 

by  flying  glass  secondary  to  sonic  boon  impulse.  1  think 
it's  Cox  versus  Halaby.  I'm  not  certain  of  the  court  case 
exactly.  The  lady  lost  her  court  case  under  the  federal 
court  claim  act  on  the  basis  of  the  oovernment's  discretionar 
function  exclusion.  I  (inaudible)  a  number  of  exclusions, 
and  there  are  many  numerous  examples  of  these  thinos,  and  I 
invite  the  Air  Force's  representative  to  our  court  case  in 
Reno  if  they  would  like  to  be  more  fully  informed  on  the 
various  aspects  of  this  problem. 


10  The  Air  Torce  makes  great  note  that  the  Chabahudney 

11  i EPA  data  say  that  sound  levels  will  be  appropriate  to  resi- 

j 

12  j dential  neighbors  and  should  not  bother  anyone.  However,  in 


13  j  talking  personally  with  people  who  worked  (inaudible)  groups- 

14  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Two  minutes,  doctor. 

15  RICHARD  BERGIN:  In  noting  Callaway's  report,  it 

16  is  quite  clear  as  he  says,  the  working  group  that  qenerated 

17  this  result  was  uneasy  about  the  recommendation,  in  fact, 

18  some  members  disanre.ed  completely,  but  needed  to  provide  an 

19  interim  result.  What  we  are  faced  with,  very  briefly,  is 

20  an  action  that's  necessary  for  the  military  to  train  in  a 

21  certain  fashion  that  should  not  be  done  over  human  beinns. 


22 

23 

24 

25 


and  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  if  a  Congressional 

I 

investigation  was  undertaken,  that  an  area,  as  the  previous 
gentleman  noted,  be  chosen  for  this  tyoe  of  activity,  that 
people  be  bought  under  the  laws  of  eminent  domain,  if  necessary, 
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but  people  arc  allowed  to  suffer  to  the  extent  that  their 
Fifth  Amendment  rinhts  arc  violated  by  this  action.  It 
wouldn't  happen  unless  either  our  Congressional  people  take 
action  very  firmly  and  directly  or  our  leaal  recourse  is 
success f  u 1 . 


Thank  you. 

THE  HEARINC  OFFICER:  Thank  you,  doctor. 

Mr.  Pick  Holmes. 

DICK  HOLMES:  I'm  Dick  Holmes,  and  I’m  here 
tonight  representing  the  Lahonton  Pilots  Association.  Last 
night,  1  was  .representing  concerned  rural  Nevadans.  Norman 
Glaser  commented  about  the  various  areas  of  our  state  that 
were  used.  I  thought  you  might  like  to  see  a  pictorial 
representation  of  it.  Thank  you  very  much. 

This,  of  course,  is  the  State  of  Nevada  that  I 
have  outlined  in  green.  Ke've  got  oraneje  area,  and  the 
Utah,  and  so  on  and  so  forth.  This  is  the  area  that  you 
viewed  on  the  slide  earlier.  This  is  the  proposed  suoerscnic 
operations  area  that  the  Air  r orcc  is  planning.  Nov,1,  of 
course,  the  Air  Force  is  already  operating  supersonically 
in  this  area  at  the  Nellis.  This  5,700  square  mile  area 
in  the  center  is  the  area  that  the  United  States  Navy  is 
proposing  for  central  Nevada  and,  of  course,  this  is  another 
area  for  the  Mountain  Home  base  un  in  Idaho,  Northern 
Nevada  and  Oregon.  But,  one  of  the  significant  things  it 
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| scons  to  me  about  (inaudible)  in  looking  at  this  map  is 
I  the  shortest  distances  that  you  notice  between  the  military 
(inaudible)  and  this  distance  is  probably  40  nautical  miles, 
oh,  this  is  a  little  longer,  maybe  40  or  50  nautical  miles. 

I 

| This  is  Tononah  Airport,  to  give  you  some  perspective,  this 
! is  the  Gabbs  military  operation  at  Fallon.  Anain,  we  are 

I 

!  talkino  about  60  miles,  so  basically,  in  the  original  con- 

i 

i  cent  we  had  what  has  been  referred  to  by  the  military  as 
|  a  continual  operating  ranee,  which  they  have  extensively 
1  (inaudible)  but,  nevertheless,  are  implementing  piecemeal. 
Thank  you  very  much,  fellows. 

j  I’m  especially  pleased  to  see  Barbara  Vucanovich, 

i 

|  again.  They  were  at  the  meeting  .in  Ely  last  night,  and 

!  Normal  Glaser  and  Bob  Erickson.  Fete  Kelly,  and  Bill  Farr 

J  arc  here  representing  Senator  Becht.  Last  night,  Linda 

j  Ryan  was  at  the  Ely  meeting,  representing  Governor  Bryan. 

|  Is  there  anybody  here  toniuht  v>hc  is  representing  Senator 

j  Laxalt?  I  don’t  believe  he  was  represented  at  the  meeting 
I 

!  last  night  or  at  the  meeting  in  Ibapah.  l‘m  sorry  about 
that. 

Arc  you  representino  Senator  Laxalt  tonight? 

So,  somebody  here  is  representing  him.  Thank  you 

very  much. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Mr.  Farr  indicated  that  he 
would  accept  as  representative. 
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I 


Mk.  FftRP":  1  vill  accent  that.  This  is  mv  state- 


merit . 


;  On  several  occasions,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  j 

i 

;  have  insinuated  that  the  authority  to  conduct  their  activi- 

i 

!  tics  in  our  air  space  resides  in  then  and  that  after  satis- 
1 

fying  the  requirements  of  the  Environmental  Imnact  Act,  they 

1 

'  jnay  operate-  in  any  manner  which  they  deem  appropriate,  re- 
■  gardlcss  of  the  consequences  to  any  individual, 
i  But,  this  is  misleading,  and  the  following  should. 

I 

he  forceably  pointed  out,  that  the  sole  responsibility  for 
i  controlling  the  use  of  our  air  space  is  invested  in  the 
.  administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Industry  who  is  appoint- 
j  od  by  the  President ,  and  who  ooerates  under  the  directives 

i 

j  and  convenience  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act.  The  a&ministra- 
|  tor  alone  may  designate  certain  air  space  as  restricted  in 
order  to  confine  hazardous  activities  and  to  protect  non¬ 
participants  or  he  may  revoke  that  desianation.  He  may 

I 

assinn  or  revoke  civilian  and  military  joint  use  air  space 
and  military  training  routes.  He  mav  issue  or  suspend, 
viaivers  of  rule  that  regulate  air  space.  He  may  confer  with 
the  Department  of  Defense  or  any  other  governmental  aoenev 
about  the  desirability  of  taking  these  actions,  and  this  is 
a  point  of  emphasization.  V-Tiat  he  cannot  do  is  ignore  the 
directions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act,  one  of  which  clearly 
states  when  on  aircraft  activity  conducted  in  special  use 
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1  i  air  space  could  affect  the  safety  of  person  or  OTODertv  on 

I 

2  i the  surface,  provisions  shall  be  made  for  protection. 

3  I  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Two  minutes,  sir. 

4  i  MR.  KA*R-:  The  Air  Force  in  Nevada,  Utah,  New 

j  Homes 

5  : Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Texas  are  now  proposing  just  such  an 

6  i activity.  Their  stated  justification  for  the  trespasses  is 

7  | the  need  to  prepare  a  nations]  defense,  and  each  proposal  is 

8  i enforced  with  the  written  statements,  there  is  no  acceptable 

i 

9  alternative,  and  with  the  other  (inaudible)  economic  support 

10  js  the  community  frustrates  their  plans.  In  recent  years, 

11  the  military  organization  has  become  so  influential  there 

12  !  are  some  that  view  it  as  a  fourth  branch  of  the  government 

i 

13  |  and  not  merely  as  an  agent  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
i 

14  j  and  there  are  others  that  seem  (inaudible)  by  (inaudible) 

I 

15  !  of  the  needs  to  be  reminded  of  his  responsibilities.  How- 

16  | ever,  our  elective  representives  should  make  every  effort 

• 

17  j on  the  various  military  units  (inaudible)  cooperate  with 

i 

18  j each  other  and  coordinate  their  activities  in  such  a  way  as 

19  j  to  produce  the  least  environmental  impact  on  sparsely  popu- 

i 

i 

20  lated  areas,  also  make  substantial  contributions  to  our 

21  national  strength  and  character  and  (inaudible)  who  live 

I 

I 

22  in  more  populated  areas. 

23  And,  in  the  final  analysis,  is  it  is  (inaudible) 

24  that  there  is  no  possible  alternative  to  destroying  our 

25  habitat  in  order  to  provide  a  national  defense,  that  our 


6  ! 

I 

1  I 
8 

l 

9  j  not 

I 

10  :  was 

11  i 


THE  HEAR INC  OFFICER:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Holmes —  1  niaht  note--  I'm  very  sorry,  sir? 

MR.  FARR:  Let  the  record  note  that  the  text  was 
deviated  from  last  niaht,  and  Mr.  Laxalt's  representative 
in  attendance  at  that  meetina. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Very  well.  Mr.  Farr  has 


12  j  asked  that  1  note  for  the  record  that  it  was  identical  as 

i 

i 

U  i  to  that  that  was  read  last  night  at  Ely,  and  Senator  Laxalt's 
I 

14  |  representative  was  present  at  that  meeting. 

15  |  Mr.  Holmes,  if  you  wish  to  provide  either  the 


16  j  documents  that  you  displayed  to  the  group  or  a  duplicate  to 

l 

17  the  Air  Force,  I  think  they  would  be  pleased  to  have  it 

18  incorporated  in  the — 

19  MR.  HOLMES:  I  left  a  document  with  you  last  night. 

20  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I  was  referring  now  to  the 

21  map  exhibit,  sir. 

22  MR.  HOLMES;  1  see.  All  right. 

23  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I'm  not  mandating  it.  I'm — 

24  If  anything,  I'm  simply  affording  you  the  ooportunity  if  you 

25  choose  to  do  so. 
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MR.  HOLMES: 


Thank  you . 


THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Certainlv. 

3  j  Mrs.  Joanne  Garrett,  the  microphone  is  yours  now. 

I 

4  JOANNE  GARRETT:  I'm  Joanne  Garrett,  and  I'm  a 

5  resident  of  Baker,  Nevada,  just  south  of  the  proposed  super- 

I 

6  J sonic  freeway.  I'm  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 

7  |  the  Citizens  Alert,  on  whose  behalf  I'm  speaking.  Citizen 
i 

8  'Alert  is  a  statew’ide  Nevada  public  education  and  citizen 

9  | action  organization  that's  been  active  for  eight  years  in 

IQ  'nuclear  and  public  land  issues.  We  first  become  aware  of  the 
U  | Air  Force's  proposal  that  was  in  an  article  in  the  newspaper 

12  1  about  10  days  before  the  comment  period  was  scheduled  to  end 

13  on  October  14.  Without  citizen  action,  local  residents 

14  ; wouldn't  be  having  this  opportunity  to  speak  with  the  Air 

15  ; Force,  today,  because  there  wouldn't  be  any  public  hearings. 

16  We  are  pleased  to  see  the  Air  Force  complying  with  the  rtini- 

17  mum  requirements  of  the  law,  the  National  Environmental  Im- 

18  pact  Policy  Act. 

19  I  would  like  to  focus  on  Citizen  Alert's  primary 
concern  about  this  proposal.  Gradual  control  of  Nevada 

lands  and  arr  space  by  the  military,  accordance  to  BLM*  s 
j 1982  Public  Land  Statistics,  Nevada  has  3,935,000  acres  of 
land  dedicated  to  military  and  military  areas.  This  is  5.6 
percent  of  the  state's  acreage.  This  is  the  hinhest  per¬ 
centage  of  any  state  in  the  Union.  From  the  MX  missile  to 
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nuclear,  federal  governments  continue  to  turn  to  Nevada  to 
solve  its  problems.  Nevada,  by  assuming  the  nation's  burden 
for  dangerous  nuclear  weapons  testing,  the  nearly  four 
million  acres  indicate  the  decree  to  which  Nevada  is  already 
controlled  by  the  military,  yet,  that  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  that  wc  are  considering  doesn't  acknovjledne 
this  larger  picture,  that  is,  the--  the  amount  of  land  and 
air  space  already  committed  to  the  military.  The  Navy 
currently  is  trying  to  tie  ud  5,700  square  miles  of  central 
Nevada  air  space.  The  Gandy  proposal  and  Navy's  proposal 
total  area  is  almost  the  size  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

Citizen  Alert  believes  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  citizens  and  government  of  Nevada  to  question  the 
impact  of  this  impact  on  our  (inaudible)  and  citizens  of  this 
state  and  certainly  (inaudible)  gratifyinn  and  unanimity 
among  all  the  people  about  this  proposal.  The  intrusion  of 
sonic  booms  and  supersonic  flights  over  land  not  controlled 
by  the  military  is  unnecessary  where  nearly  four  million 
acres  is  controlled  by  defense  related  agencies.  The  al¬ 
ternatives  too  are  presented  as  if  there  are  no  alternatives. 
We  don't  believe  it.  If  the  air  space  under  consideration 
were  off  limits,  we  believe  the  Air  Force  could  find  an  SOA 
over  military  controlled  lands  that  would  not  infringe  on 
the  lives  and  livelihood  of  rural  people.  The  military 
branches  should  cooperate  and  not  compete  to  find  alternative 
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1  j  to  expansion  of  SOA's.  As  Dr.  Bernin  so  quietly  indicates 
i 

2  i  that  the  DEIS  does  not  seriously  address  the  affects  of 

i 

3  j  sonic  booms  on  humans  and  animals,  impacts  of  the  proposed 

4  |  action,  our  local  economy,  including  ranching,  tourism,  and 

I 

5  j  business  economic  development,  are  all  very  seriously  around 

6  i  Ely  where  I  live  inadequately  addressed,  if  at  all.  And, 

i 

7  |  as  Mr.  Krueger  comments,  DEIS  ionores  the  wilderness  study 

8  |  areas,  and  more  important,  minration  routes. 

9  To  conclude.  Citizen  Alert  believes  this  DEIS, 

10  '  wc;  do  oppose  supersonic  over  land  not  controlled,  and, 

i 

11  !  finally,  we  urge  the  Air  Force  to  involve  the  public  fully 

12  i  in  the  process  as  required  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  Nevada 

13  !  I  would  like  to  apologize  to  the  people,  everyone 

14  who  has  had  to  listen  to  this  twice.  V’e  thank  the  Air  Force 

15  for  the  opportunity. 

16  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Garrett. 

17  Mr.  Wright  is  present.  I  call  him  to  cone  forward 
1?  l  to  the  microphone. 

19  BILL  WRIGHT:  My  name  is  Bill  Wright.  I'm  a 

20  rancher,  and  I  speak  only  for  myself.  Certainly,  if  I  were 

21  underneath  the  area  of  the  sonic  booms,  I  would  be  very 

22  concerned  about  my  livestock  and  myself.  1  am  simply  for  j 

*3  those  people,  very  much  for  those  of  us  who  aren’t--  I 

24  certainly  that,  for  example,  in  the  USSR,  only  a  professional 

25  hunter  can  even  have  a  aun.  These  guys  are  practicing  to 
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protect  our  freedoms,  among  which  are  huntina,  the  enjoyment 

'  of  our  wildlife,  w'hich  we  all  do.  I'm  very  much  a  back- 

i 

!  country  man,  myself,  spend  a  tremendous  amount  of  time  out 
I  in  this  Moaz,  in  and  around  the  M.oaz ,  which  are  not  in  the 
i  supersonic  areas,  and  the  game  that  they  are  aoinq  to  hurt, 

i 

i 

j  or  the  wildlife  they  are  going  to  damage,  forget  them.  I 

;  feel  very  strongly  about  that.  Vie  have  a  lot  of  freedoms 
1 

j  here,  and  these  guys  aren't  just  up  there  doing  this  for 
:  themselves . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

I 

I 

j Wright, 
i 

!  May  I  more  formally  identify  the  person  of  Mr. 

! 

i Farr . 

I 

I 

j  MR.  FARR:  I  am  Bill  Farr,  who  is  the  Northern 

i 

j Nevada  Administrator  for  Senator  Kecht  of  Nevada. 

I 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Mr.  Mark  Chilton? 

You  wish  the  viewaraph  turned  on?  Would  you  please 
whoever  is  at  hand,  someone  turn  on  the  viewgraph. 

MARK  CHILTON:  Thank  you  very  much.  My  name  is 
Mark  Chilton.  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Chilton  Engineer' 
ino.  I  would  like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  Congressman 
Vucanovich  and  the  elected  officials  and  gentlemen  of  the 
Air  Torce. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  our  firm  has  three  offices, 
in  Elko,  Las  Vegas,  and  Reno.  We  have  four  pilots  that,  are 


i; 
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1  | also  engineers  in  the  firm,  and  we  fly  extensively  throughout 

2  j the  State  of  Nevada.  The  expression  of  concern  that  Senator 

3  |  Glaser  had  on  a  flight  we  were  making  from  Elko  direct  to 

j 

4  j  Las  Vegas,  which  is--  penetrates  or  at  least  flies  over  the 

5  !  MOA ,  the  desert  MOA,  At  the  Rotary  Meeting  some  years  ago, 

6  !  the  Air  Force  did  advise  us  that  there  would  be  freedom  of 
s 

7  i general  aviation  operation  through  these  MOA's.  That  is 
i 

8  I  true  in  the  case  of  IFP  flight  plans.  1FR  cannot  separate, 

9  i  therefore,  they  v ill  not  give  you  an  I^R  clearance  to  go 

10  '  through  the  MOA.  To  that  end,  we  who  do  fly  IFR  are  reauired 
1 ;  ;  tc  deviate  additional  distances  to  circumnavigate  or  go  VFR . 

I 

12  ;  If  we  don't  oo  VFR,  however,  there  are  occasions  when  it 

j 

13  | does  occur,  that  the  MOA's  are  actually  safety  hazards, 

14  j  involving  undue  restrictions  on  IFR  flight  plans.  I  asked 
la  '  for  the  view  chart  to  bo  shown  to  ask  if  the  Air  Force  would 

j 

16  | please  conduct  a  study  that  would  possibly  combine  Victor 

i 

17  |  G  and  Victor  32,  namely,  the  airways  Victor  6,  Lucin  to  Onden , 
i 

18  |  Victor  32,  wendover  to  Salt  Lake  City,  in  a  corridor  wider 

19  in  the  area  in  the  Victor  32.  I  request  this  on  the  grounds 

20  that  an  instrument  approach  cannot  be  made  to  Wendover  when 

21  the  areas  are  hot  due  to  the  procedure  turn  required  there 

22  j  has  caused  our  company  flights  to  deter  from  Wendover  into 

I 

23  Salt  Lake  for  a  landing  in  instrument  weather.  The  reason 

24  for  it  is  the  necessary  breadth  of  the  flight  plan  or  approach 

25  into  Wendover. 
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The  second  thing  that  becomes  a  concern,  we  don't 
have  a  lot  of  thunderstorms  in  this  area,  but  when  we  do, 
and  it  requires  sometimes  IFR  to  penetrate  or  come  very  close 
to  the  thunderstorms  because  of  the  inability  to  get  a  de¬ 
viation  through  that  corridor.  If  Victor  6  could  be  Dossibly 
realigned  or  eliminated,  then  maybe  your  sonic  boom  could 
be  conducted  to  be  referred  to  in  the  EIS,  that  would  be  more 
favorable  to  and  closer.  I'm  also  connected  to  the  KOA's 
just  west  where  center  cannot  actually  separate  you  from 
areas,  when  you  penetrate  Victor  32  at  altitudes  that  have 
been  referred  to  and  are  considerably  above  or  in  the  same 
area  as  the  minimum  enroute  altitudes  in  IFR  flioht  plans. 
Victor  32  extends  from  Elko  through  Wendover  to  Salt  Lake 
City.  Victor  6  runs  north  of  Elko  through  Wells,  Lucin, 

Ogden ,  and  I —  my  situation,  have  they  studied  widening 
this  corridor  which  would  eliminate  the  problem  of  procedure 
apprcach  in  Wendover  and  also  give  us  more  deviation  when 
IFR  is  tryina  to  circumnavigate  by  the  possibility  of  elimina 
ing  Victor  6. 

Now,  for  my  other  side  of  my  presentation,  this 
1  would  like  to  refer  to  as  a  question  to  the  scientific 
or  the  research  side  of  the  EIS.  When,  in  fact,  the  mention 
was  made  as  to  the  effect  that  sonic  booms  have  on  livestock, 
not  long  ago  1  acquired  this  exhibit  from  a  friend  of  mine 
who  is  a  longtime  native  of  Elko,  and  he  alleges  that  this 


D-477 


293 


1  1  phenomenon  was  caused  by  sonic  booms  during  the  pregnancy  ! 

i  i 

2  i  of  the  mother  cow.  The  exhibit  is  commonly  known  as  the  two- 

3  l  headed  calf.  The  question  that  I  would  brine  to  the  Air 
i 

4  Force  at  this  time  and  to  the  ranching  community  is  that  the 

5  impact  it  would  have  on  the  economics  of  the  cattle  as  to 

6  whether  or  not  the  calf  would  eat  twice  as  much  and  gain 

7  |  twice  as  fast,  and  that  would  be  a  positive,  or  eat  twice 


8  | as  much  and  stay  the  same,  which  would  be  a  negative. 

9  j  1  thank  you  very  much. 


PHE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr, 


1 1  ■ Chilton. 

J 

12  j  All  those  who  have  indicated  a  desire  to  speak 

I 

13  j have  spoken.  We  have  a  few  minutes,  and  I  now  inquire  of 

14  | the  group  whether  anyone  who  has  not  previously  spoken  has 

I  .  , 

15  a  desire  tu  speax? 

16  Yes,  sir? 

17  JIM  POINTER:  Keith  Davis  asked  me  to  pass  on  a 

18  little  information  than  probably  should  be  more  looked  into 

19  by  the  Air  Force  in  this  proposal.  First  of  all,  my  name 

20  is  Jim  Pointer.  I'm  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

21  in  the  Goshute  range  of  mountains.  It  appears  to  be  a  rather 

22  heavily  used  raptor  core  of  ininration  corridor.  In  the 

23  latter  part  of  September,  there  has  been  a  man  out  there  that 

24  has  been  studying  this  over  the  past  several  years,  and  last 

25  year  he  banded  it  1,000  raptors.  Primarily,  that  means 
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ooshawks ,  coopers  and  sharpskinned  hawks,  and  during  the 
time  that  ho  was  there  they  also  kept  records  of  the  numbers 
that  passed  by,  and  they  banded  10  percent.  That  means  there 
was  1,000  banded  out  of  10,000  that  passed  throucih.  In  19£2, 
he  banded  approximately  600,  and  in  1901,  about  300.  It  may 
be  a  point  that  needs  to  be  looked  into,  primarily,  for  the 
safety  of  the  pilots  and  the  aircraft. 

Thank  you . 


Pointer . 


aroup? 


THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you  very  much,  l^r. 


Is  there  anvone  else  that  wishes  to  soeak  from  the 


Very  well,  I  may  then  conclude  the  meeting  with 
thanks  to  you  all  for  your  courtesy  which  we  have  found 
virtually  unfailing  throughout  the  three  hearings  that  we 
have  conducted. 

I  would  also  like  to  again  thank  Conoressman 
Vucanovich  for  being  present  with  us.  Also,  Senatory  Glaser 
and  Commissioner  Smith,  we  qreatlv  appreciate  their  attend¬ 
ance,  and  the  attendance  of  all  of  you. 

This  meeting  is  adiourned.  Thank  you  very  much. 


-oOo- 
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WRITTEN  COMMENTS 


SUBMITTED  IN  CONJUNCTION 
WITH  ORAL  COMMENTS 


These  comments  were  reviewed  and  were  not 
significantly  different  than  the  comments 
given  during  the  public  meetings.  Therefore, 
separate  responses  were  not  provided. 


r 

-V 


S~ 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement  (DPI'S )  on  the 

> atuDl ishment  of  the  Gancy  Range  Extension  and  adjacent  hestrictea 
Airspace  us  an  area  for  .supersonic  Plight  Training. 

Submitted  by:  hao  and  Phyllis  Bateman 
Kyle  and  hanae  Bateman 
The  Parrish  hanch 

For  presentation  at  public  hearing  at  Tribal  Hall,  Affiliated 
Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation,  Ibapah,  Utah 
29  Nov  1963 

IMlinL  b'i  a'itn.Ex\T :  We,  the  above  named  ranch  owners  and  Ibapah 

(Deep  CreeK  Valley)  residents  of  long  standing  want  it  Known 
we  strongly  ana  absolutely  opnose  the  Air  Force  proposal  to 
increase  restricted  airspace  along  tne  Utah-Nevada  border  for 
supersonic  i lights  and  training  space  for  F-lb  lighter  planes 
ol  the  3b6th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  of  Hill  Air  F'orce  Base  and 
other  supersonic  jets.  The  airspace  Deing  sought  for  expansion 
of  supersonic  flight  ana  air-to-air  combat  training  overlies 
western  portions  of  Tooele,  Juab  and  Millard  Counties  in  Utah 
and  eastern  portions  ol  EIko  and  White  Pine  Counties  in  Nevada. 
Tnis  completely  taxes  in  the  Ibapah  ranching  district,  its 
P razing  properties,  the  Goshute  Indian  HeserVation,  and  the 
proposed  Deep  CreeK  Mountain  wilderness  area.  Our  ranches  unu 
other  properties  In  the  Ibapah  Valley  are  included  in  the 
proposed  restricted  area  alonfc  with  twenty-five  neighboring 
ranches  and  atleast  twenty  additional  homes. 

POPULATION  OF  IBAprtH:  Within  the  boundaries  of  Ibapah  we  have  200 
people  living  in  close  proximity  and  a  total  of  350  people 
living  within  the  proposed  area.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact. 
Statement  (DEIS)  fails  to  recognize  that  the  people  of  Ibapah 
live  in  a  closely  populated  area,  not  sparsely  settled  as  stated. 

We  need  to  be  recognized  and  taken  into  consideration  on  this 
proposal  as  we  are  the  ones  who  will  be  adversely  afiected. 

1HF  SrtPhTY  aND  WELFnhE:  of  the  people  of  Ibapah  ha^fi-bten  of  little 
concern  to  the  military.  We  are  law  abiding  citizens  of  these 
Our  United  States  and  we  demand  consideration.  The  Air  Force 
has  little  respect  for  established  boundaries  and  little  concern 
for  Ibapah  residents.  Low  flying  jets  are  hazardous  and  sonic 
booms  do  destroy.  Low  flying  jets  means  when  you  can  hear  the 
metal  clang  above  the  jets  roar,  see  the  flash  of  identification 
numbers  beneath  the  plane,  see  the  tree  tops  above  the  low  flying 
jet,  hear  the  loud  roar  right  above  you  as  you  drive  your  auto¬ 
mobile  down  the  road  ana  you  automatically  duck  or  sometimes  run 
out  of  the  road,  practically  fall  off  your  tractor  or  horse  as 
they  fly  directly  above  you,  or  fly  just  aoove  you  over  the 
brink  ol  a  hill,  etc.  The  lighter  pilots  seem  to  use  our  ranch 
houses  and  buildings,  the  valley  residents  themselves,  and  our 
livestock  for  experimental  runs  of  realistic  gunnery  practice 
and  supersonic  attacks.  Instead  ol  being  "shell  shocked",  we 
will  be  "jet  shocked"  from  intensified  jet  action. 
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Tilt  N01GE  rtS  Vi  ELL  AG  THE  CoUCUPoiON :  of  the  super  sonic  booms  will 
annoy  area  people  about  100>j  rather  than  t.he  statement  of  the 
DEIS  that  only  lk%  of  the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be 
"highly  annoyed."  All  the  Ibapah  residents  are  strongly  against 
this  proposal  as  we  have  already  experienced  damaging  and 
explosive  sonic  booms  and  frightening  roars  of  unexpected,  low 
1’lylng  jets.  In  the  hands  of  youthful  pilots  these  jets  are  an 
instrument  of  scare  and  frightening  tactics  for  the  purpose  of 
amusement  in  their  behali  because  of  our  startled  reactions. 

Vith  the  intensifying  of  training  llights  and  the  predicted 
lObO  monthly  sonic  booms  from  F~lb  Fighter  wartime  tactics,  we 
will  be  blasted  out  of  existence.  If  noise  from  low  flying  jets 
and  sonic  booms  are  not  detrimental,  why  do  babies  cringe  and 
cling  to  tneir  mothers  at  the  sound  of  a  jet?  Why  do  unborn 
oabies  quivt  r  and  jump  within  the  mother  at  jet  approach?  Why 
do  people  Jump  and  watch  in  angered  anticipation  as  they  watch 
jor  the  jets  return  or  the  second  jet?  Why  do  gracing  cattle 
stampedec.to  the  closest  fence  at  the  noise  of  a  sonic  boom? 
Human#C.'Sn(l  animals  alixe  become  xmnerved  and  can  no  longer  funct¬ 
ion  properly  because  of  the  loud,  booming  concussion  of  the 
unexpected  sonic  boom  or  the  roar  of  a  low  flying  jet.  No,  we 
can  never  adjust  to  the  noise  of  the  sonic  booms  or  the  low- 
flying  jets. 

IhdFlhTY  DmMiaGE:  already  has  oeen  experienced  by  valley  residents 
with  broken  windows,  cracxed  walls  of  homes  and  buildings 
Including  those  of  the  school  house,  broken  and  falling  tile  and 
plaster,  walls  crumbling  and  foundations  cracked.  With  these 
unstable  conditions  the  value  of  our  properties  will  drop  to 
nothing.  With  this  airspace  expansion  the  high  density  of  air¬ 
craft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  populated  area  puts  our 
lives,  our  livelihood,  and  value  of  our  properties . in  jeopardy. 

IN  CONCLUSION:  we  have  shown  some  of  the  adverse  effects  this  proposed 
training,  area  would  have  on  all  Ibapah  residents:  the  ranchers 
and  their  families,  the  Goshute  Indians,  our  livestock  and  our 
Homes.  Our  valley  will  no  longer  be  a  "valley  of  production" 
but  a  "valley  of  destruction".  If  this  proposal  takes  effect. 

hECOtftkEMJaTlON :  to  have  tne  Air  Force  review  their  plan  for  the 

restricted  training^i^d  withdraw  their  request  "for  the  proposed 
training  area.  The  military  should  consider  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  action  rather  then  subject  people  of  the  Deep  Creek 
Valley,  their  properties  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountain  area,  and  the 
bordering  Nevada  west  hills  to  the  devastating  effect  of  air-to-air 
supersonic  combat  training  by  the  Hill  Air  E’orce  Base  F-lb  fighter 
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863  Rosewood  Lane 
Layton,  Utah  84041 
Nov  30,  1983 


Staff  Judge  Advocate 
00-ALC/  JA 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah  84056 

As  agreed  upon  during  my  conversation  with  your  Secretary  on 
Nov  28,  1983  I  am  sending  you  a  copy  of  the  written  statement  presented 
by  the  Parrish  family  of  Ibapah,  Utah  on  Nov  29»  1983  at  the  matting 
he3d  on  this  date. 


Sincerely, 


For  the  Parrish  family. 
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Subject:  Proposed  Restricted  Airspace  ,4br  Supersonic  Flight  Training 
Along  Utah/Nevada  Border 

Written  comments  for  presentation  at  public  hearing  at  Tribal  Hall,  Affiliated 
Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation,  Ibapah,  Utah  29  Nov  1983* 

Submitted  by:  Parrish  Estate,  Ibapah,  Utah 
.  Blanche  L0  Parrish  Bean 

Phyllis  R.  Parrish  Bateman 
Joyce  C.  Parrish  Go ok 


INITIAL  STATEMENT: 

The  Parrish  family  desires  to  go  on  record  as  being  strenuomsly  opposed 
to  the  Air  Fores  proposal  to  increase  the  restricted  airspace  for  super¬ 
sonic  and  subsonic  training  flights  of  fighter  aircraft  (primarily  F-16 
aircraft)  along  the  Utah/lJevada  border. 

Tne  Parrish  family  owns  ranches  and  ctha-  property  in  the  Ibapah  valley 
(  Deep  Creek  valley  )  which  runs  along  the  Utah/Nevada  border  and  is  included 
in  the  proposed  restricted  area.  While  we  are  generally'  opposed  to  the' whole 
proposal  we  will  confine  our  remarks  relatively  to  the  Deep  Creek  valley 
and  the  adjacent  areas  on  the  east  and  west  side. 

POPULATION  DENSITY: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  states  the  proposed  expansion 
area  is  sparsely  settled  with  only  about  350  people  living  ther-a.  Iho 
fact  is  that  over  200  of  these,  people  live  in  the  Deep  Creek  valley  which 
fact  the  DEIS  fails  to  recognize  which  we  feel  is  very  significant.  Also 
there  is  a  school  house  in  the  valley  attended  by  all  the  children  living 
there.  We  feel  this  fact  alone  Bhould  force  reconsideration  of  the 
proposal. 

SAFETY: 

The  high  density  of  aircraft  that  will  be  operating  over  this  concentration 
of  people  poses  a  very  significant  safety  problem.  Fighter  aircraft  do 
crash  (36  F— 16  aircraft  since  1979)  •  It-  is  inconceivable  how  the  Air 
Force  can  ignore  this  fact  and  continue  with  their  present  plan  which  will 
expose  the  people  and  school  children  in  the  valley  to  this  unacceptable 
hazard. 

f 

PEOPLE  IMPACT: 

Another  point  that  should  be  considered  is  the  statement  in  the  DEIS  that 
only  Z.2%  of  the  people  living  in  the  area  would  be  "highly  annoyed"  by  the 
sonic  booms.  This  is  completely  in  error  and  unrealistic.  In  fact  this 
number  should  be  nearly  100/S.  Our  family  has  conducted  an  informal  survey 
and  determined  that  all  of  the  people  contacted  were  strongly  against  the 
proposal  and  very  concerned  with  the  low  flying  aircraft  and  sonic  booms. 
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PREVIOUS  AIR  FORCE  ACTIVITY: 


According  to  published  maps  the  Deep  Creek  valley  is  not  included  in  the 
current  training  areas  yet  the  Air  Force  has  been  using  this  air  space  for 
subsonic  and  supersonic  flights  for  a  number  of  years  in  violation  of 
current  rules  and  regulations.  As  a.  resdlt,  we,  and  other  people  living 
in  the  valley  are  very  familiar  with  the  impact  of  training"- flights. and  sonic 
booms.  Hie  predicted  38  sonic  booms  per  day  or  5  per  hour  is  totally 
unacceptable.  The  ones. now  being  experienced  are  causing  enough  problems 
for  school  children,  people  and  livestock.  Subsonic  flights  at  low  altitudes 
are  a  common  occurance.  The  actions  of  fighter  pilotr  seem  to  indicate  they 
are  using  ranch  houses,  ranch  buildings,  people  and  livestock  for  practice 
strafing  runs.  Experiences  of  members'  of  the  Parrish  families  can  attest 
to  this  fact.  Objections  to  these  flights  have  been  made  to  Hill  AFB 
but  no  action  has  been  taken. 

It  would  appear  that  the  Air  Force  has  little  respect  for  established 
boundaries  and  little  concern  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  Deep  Creek  valley. 
From  past  experience  we  believe  it  is  quite  evident  that  if  this  valley 
is  included  in  the  proposed  training  area  the  impact  on  the  valley  would 
be  devastating. 

,  i 

PROPERTY  DAMAGE: 

Property  damage  has  been  experienced  in  the  valley  and  it  is  certain,  that 
if  the  plan  is  approved  much  more  can  be  expected.  Our  family  has  made  a 
claim  for  property  damages  which  has  been  paid  in  part. 

PROPERTY  VALUE: 

No  one  can  deny  that. property  values  will  be  significantly  reduced  if  the 
Air  Force  plan  is  approved.  Sale  of  ranch  land  anti  grazing  land  will  be 
very  difficult  if  not  impossible  unless  the  asking  price  is  substantially 
reduced.  Why  should  the  land  owners  in  the  valley  be  so  penalized?  What, 
if  any,  recourse  do  they  have? 

OTHER  CONSIDERATIONS: 

The  statement  in  the  DEIS  there  would  be  no  adverse  effects  on  humans  and 
no  significant  problems  for  domestic  or  wild  animals  is:  incorrect.  One 
only  needs  tc  observe  the  reaction  of  grazing  cattle  to  low  flying  aircraft 
and  to  sonic  booms  to  know  how  wrong  this  is.  Just  ask  any  rancher  or  his 
family  how  they  feel  when  subjected  to  the  conditions  of  training  flights. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Beep  Creek  mountains  are  being  considered 
for  a  wilderness  area. 

CONCLUSION: 

It.  is  quite  evident  that  to  include  the  Deep  Creek  valley,  the  Deep  Creek 
mountains  and  the  Nevada  hills  to  the  west  in  this  proposed  training  area 
is  wrong  aa  it  would  be  very  detrimental  to  the  ranchers,  their  families, 
the  Indians,  livestock,  wildlife  and  the  wilderness  study  area  of  the  Deep 
Creek  mountains.  In  the  face  of  the  facts  previously  stated  it  is  very 
hard  to  understand  how  the  Air  Force  can  continue  to  seriously  consider 
including  the  Deep  Creek  valley  and  adjoining  lands  in  the  restricted  area 
for  high  density  fighter  aircraft  training . 
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REC  ClHKENDAIION : 


re?2?ft  ^2  ***  Force  review  ^eir  plan  for  the  restricted 
training  area  ,  withdraw  their  request  for  the  proposed  trainp  area  and 
serose  one  of  their  stated  options  for  a  «or.%uttS, 


I 
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_JORTHWEST  (JS^)  FARM  BURE.^J 

INSURANCE  COMPANY 

BOX  297  LUND,  NV  89317  TELEPHONE.  23fi-529£> 

To:  U  S  Air  Force  Hearing  Lly  Nov  30,  1083 
From:  Phil  Carter  Lund,  Nev. 

I  would  like  to  protest  the  extension  of  the  Gandy  test  range 
further  into  White  Pine  Col  for  the  following  reasons. 

It  could  make  s  more  circutious  route  for  our  comercial  air 
line  betv.-een  Fly  and  Salt  Lake  City,  and  may  have  detrimental 
effect  on  air  transportation  in  and  out  of  White  Pine  Co. 

extending  the  range  would  also  have  a  detrimental  impact 
on  many  years  of  prior  ranching  air  travel  in  and  out  of  Spring  Valley, 

I  also  feel  that  the  extension  of  the  range,  and  the  resulting 
added  sonic  booms  could  have  an  impact,  on  the  people,  livestock, 
and  buildings  in  the  proposed  enlarged  area. 

I  would  urge  the  Air  Force  to  consider  alternatives  to  the 
enlargement  of  the  Test  Range. 

Thank  you  holding  this  hearing  in  our  County  and  giving  us  the 
opportunity  to  express  our  concerns. 
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STATEMENT  OF  BRENT  E EDRIDGE  AT  ELY,  NEVADA,  CONCERNING  SUPERSONIC 
TESTING  DEIS  FOR  THE  GANDY  RANGE  EXTENSION  MOA,  NOVEMBER  30,  1983. 


I  am  Brent  Eldridge,  one  of  four  Brothers  who,  with  our  dad,  mother, 
grandmother,  and  our  wives  and  children,  operate  a  cattle  ranch 
beneath  the  southern  ellipse  depicted  in  the  DEIS.  I  speak  today 
for  that  family.  *• 

This  DEIS  has  one  major  flaw,  which  is  evident  throughout;  it 
nearly  ignores  the  proposed  actions'  negative  impacts  upon  the  human 
environment,  while  expounding  incessantly  on  the  need  for  the 
training  area  expansion.  I  won't  argue  with  your  statements  of  need 
for  adequate  training  areas,  but  I  take  exception  to  chosen 
alternatives  which  are  driven  by  inadequate  environmental  analysis. 
Before  getting  into  the  errors  I  see  in  this  document,  I’d  first 
like  to  draw  some  comparisons. 

The  present  supersonic  test  areas  and  the  proposed,  when  combined, 
would  total  approximately  6400  square  miles;  with  the  adjoining 
subsonic  training  areas  also  thrown  in,  the  whole  training  area 
would  total  over  16000  square  miles,  for  the  use  of  one  APB.  I  note 
that  the  nation  of  El  Salvador  is  1/2  that  size,  the  Falkland 
Islands  1/4,  Israel  1/2,  Lebanon  1/4,  Kuwait  l/4,  and  Nationalist 
China  7/8.  If,  indeed,  16000  square  miles  iB  a  minimum  size  for  the 
adequate  training  of  American  pilotB,  I  respectfully  submit  that  we 
must  choose  carefully  where  we  have  a  war;  in  many  of  the  smaller 
countries  there  just  isn’t  room. 

Since  the  DEIS  addresses  subsonic  flight  effects  somewhat,  I'll 
state  for  the  record  that  we've  seldom  been  offended  by  low-flying 
fighters  over  the  last  20  years;  in  fact,  we  usually  enjoy  them.  We 
support  a  strong  defense,  a  military  force  that  can  stab,  shoot, 
burn,  strafe,  and  bomb  with  the  best  of  them.  But,  as  you  might 
surmise,  we  also  strongly  believe  in  our  way  of  life  and  in  the 
values  embraced  by  all  the  people  of  rural  Nevada  and  U-tah.  We  live 
here  for  definite  reasons,  and  those  reasons  are  now  in  jeopardy. 

At  1.2.1,  reference  is  made  to  a  faulty  EIS  finalized  in  November, 
1977  in  which  the  needs  and  impacts  of  the  388th  TFW  and  others  were 
underestimated.  I  understand  that  the  same-type  mistakes  in  other 
bed-down  ElS's  for  other  locations  are  also  now  the  justification 
for  similar-type  expansions  of  training  areas  there.  I  feel  that, 
indeed,  once  might  have  been  an  honest  error,  but  twice  would 
indicate  to  me  a  design  to  incrementally  gut  the  western  deserts. 

The  people  of  Utah  and  Nevada  may  have  offered  different  comment  in 
1977  had  they  been  advised  of  the  real  impacts  resulting  from 
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bed-down  at  Hill;  this  DEIS  seems  only  an  effort  to  legalize  what 
may  have  been  in  1977,  and  may  still  be,  a  violation  of  NEPA 
re gu.l at  ions. 


In  the  summary  you  state  that  people  beneath  the  area  live  at  or 
below  5000  feet  MSL.  Such  is  not  the  case.  Almost  all  the 
inhabitants  here  live  at  or  above  5500  feet  MSL.  * 

Also  in  the  summary  you  note  that  the  expected  levels  of 
overpressures  are  not  known  to  cause  any  health  hazards.  You 
haven't  said,  however,  whether  they  are  known  to  not  cause  any 
health  hazards.  You  should  address  the  long-term  effects  resulting 
from  loud,  intermittent  noise.  Average  noise  levels  in  a  city  have 
little  similarity  to  the  proposed  action;  I  recall  the  recent  item 
on  TV  news  which  described  the  reaction  brought  about  by  an  evening 
flight  of  the  ZR  71  Blackbird  over  SLC .  I  continue  to  believe, 
until  it's  proven  to  me  otherwise,  that  after  living  several  years 
at  5000  feet  beneath  your  "nominal"  sonic  impact  the  350  people  here 
won't  be  worth  protecting. 


following  are  errors  or  misleading  statements  made  in  the  DEIS  which 
indicate  the  overall  inadequacy  of  the  document:  3-1.2 — Deep  Creek 
Valley  may  be  better  watered  than  most  valleys  in  Nevada,  but  it  is 
definitely  not  better-watered  than  at  least  one  other  valley  in  the 
proposed  test  area.  3.1.3 — An  attempt  is  made  here  to  depict  the 
test  area  as  an  almost-barren  desert,  and  that’s  very  incorrect. 
Antelope,  Deep  Cr. ,  Spring,  and  Snake  Valleys  are  some  of  the  best 
livestock  winter  range  in  the  Intermountain  West.  I  know  of  no 
instance  where  the  "scattered  grasses"  are  not  suitable  for  grazing. 
3. 1.5. 2 — Agriculture  is,  indeed,  an  important  land  use  in  the  area, 
contrary  to  your  supposition.  Native  meadows  and/or  cultivated 
crops  here  are  essentials  to  almost  every  livestock  operation 
affected  by  this  proposal.  31.1.5.3 — An  inferrence  that  mining  will 
never  be  of  any  greater  importance  in  the  area  than  it  is  now  is 
misleading.  Sure,  mining  operations  are  now  isolated  and  small  in 
scale,  but  that's  true  of  any  area  before  a  decision  is  made  to  mine 
some  new-found  deposit  on  a  large  scale.  The  number  of  mining  claims 
in  the  area  attest  to  its  mineral  character.  4. 1.2.1,  4. 1.2.2,  and 
4. 1.2.2. 1 — You  note  that  noise  created  by  subsonic  flight  is 
insignificant — I  agree.  You  could  have  said  also  that  noise  created 
by  nearby  supersonic  flight  is  damned  significant,  and  I  would 
haveagain  agreed.  But  you  didn't,  and  I  think  you  should.  You 
mentioned  the  annoyance  factor,  and  then  moderated  that.  Ladies  and 
Gentlemen,  the  annoyance,  the  startle  reaction  inherent  in  all  live 
critters,  is  the  issue.  Either  address  its  effects,  or  demonstrate 
that,  because  of  lacking  or  inconclusive  evidence,  it  can't  be 
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addressed. 


I  prefer  that,  prior  to  any  implementation  of,  or  further 
advancement  toward,  your  proposal,  you  prove  to  the  people  of 
Eastern  Nevada  and  Western  Utah  what  really  may  be  in  store  for  us. 
1  doesn't  seem  unreasonable  to  ask  you  send  your  F-l6's  here  for  a 
few  passes  down  each  valley  west  of  the  existing  supersonic  test 
area  at  Mach  2 — 2.4  and  5000  feet  AGL.  We'll  then  really  xnow  what 
the  one-time  impact  really  is.  I  suggest  Mach  2.4  because  that's 
what  the  aircraft  is  capable  of;  if  it's  capable,  we'll  experience 
it.  As  you  say  in  the  DEIS,  pilots  shouldn't  have  to  constantly 
monitor  the  airspeed  indicator. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


"sr  j 
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November  30,  1983 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Headquarters  2849th  Air  Base  Group  (AFLC) 

Hill  kit  Force  Base,  Utah  84056 

For  inclusion  in  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  DEIS 

Dear  sir: 

On  several  occasions  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  have  insinuated 
that  the  authority  to  conduct  their  activities  in  our  airspace 
resides  is  them,  and  that  after  satisfying  the  requirements  of 
the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act,  they  may  operate  in 
any  manner  which  they  deem  appropriate,  regardless  of  the  conse¬ 
quences  to  any  individual.  But  this  is  misleading. 

The  sole  responsibility  for  controlling  the  use  of  our  airspace 
is  invested  in  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency, 
who  is  appointed  by  the  President,  and  who  operates  under  the 
directives  and  confines  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act. 

The  Administrator  alone  may  designate  certain  airspace  as 
restricted  in  order  to  confine  hazardous  activities  and  to 

protect  non-participants - or  he  may  revoke  that  designation;  he 

may  assign,  or  revoke,  civilian  and  military  joint-use  airspace 
and  military  training  routes;  he  may  issue,  or  suspend,  waivers  of 
the  rules  which  regulate  airspeeds;  he  may  confer  with  the 
Department  of  Defense,  or  any  other  governmental  agency,  about 
the  desirability  of  taking  these  actions. 

What  he  cannot  do  is  abrogate,  or  ignore,  the  directives  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act,  one  of  which  clearly  states  that  "When  an 
aircraft  activity  conducted  in  special  use  airspace  could  affect 
the  safety  of  persons  or  property  on  the  surface,  provisions 
shall  be  made  for  their  protection." 

The  Navy  in  central  Nevada,  and  the  Air  Ebrce  in  Nevada,  Utah, 

New  Mexico  and  Texas  are  now  proposing  just  such  an  activity. 
Their  stated  justification  for  these  trespasses  is  the  need  to 
prepare  a  national  defense;  and  each  proposal  is  enforced  with 
the  written  statement  that  there  is  no  acceptable  alternative; 
and  with  the  oral  extortionary  threat  that  they  will  remove 
themselves ,  and  their  economic  support,  if  the  community  frus¬ 
trates  their  plans. 

In  recent  years  the  military  organization  has  become  so 
influential  that  there  are  some  who  view  it  as  a  fourth  branch  of 
government  and  not  merely  as  an  agency  of  the  Department  of 
Defense;  and  there  are  others  who  seem  to  feel  that  we  can 
preserve  our  form  of  government  by  ignoring  its  laws.  The 
Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  needs  to  be  reminded 
of  his  responsibilities. 
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Our  elected  representatives  should  make  every  effort  to  assure 
that  the  various  military  units  cooperate  with  each  other,  and 
coordinate  their  activities  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  the  least 
environmental  damage,  keeping  in  mind  that  the  inhabitants  of  our 
sparsely  populated  areas  also  make  substantial  contributions  to 
our  national  strength,  and  character,  and  are  entitled  to  the 
same  considerations  as  those  who  live  in  more  populated  areas. 

And,  in  the  final  analysis,  if  it  is  determined  that  there  is  no 
possible  alternative  to  destroying  our  habitat,  in  order  to 
provide  a  national  defense,  then  our  elected  representatives 
should  come  to  us  and  explain,  in  convincing  terms,  why  this  must 
be  so  and  what  provisions  will  be  made  to  compensate  individuals 
for  property  destruction  and  devaluation  and  for  the  disruption 
in  their  lives. 


Dick  Holmes,  chairman 
Concerned  Rural  Nevadans 
Box  629,  Fallon,  Nevada  89406 


copies  to: 

Congresswoman  Vucanovich 
Senator  Laxalt 
Senator  Hecht 
Governor  Bryan 
Attorney  General  McKay 
Citizen  Alert 


f 
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WHITw  PINE  SPORTSMEN 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation  -  Member 


p.  □.  bux  iia*? 


November  29,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
HO  AFLC/DEPV 

Wriaht-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
Dear  Sir: 

The  Now  White  Pine  Sportsmen's  Club  is  a  White  Pine  County 
organization  with  thirty  five  members  in  Ely  and  McGill,  Nevada. 

We  have  carefully  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  the  "Establishment  of 
the  Candy  Range  Extension".  We  are  strongly  opposed  to  this 
proposal.  We  are  not  opposed  to  alternatives  b,  ,  c, ,  or  d. ,  as 
stated  on  page  ii. 

Our  concerns  are  primarily  in  two  areas  of  predicted  problems. 

First  is  our  strong  concern  on  the  potential  detrimental  effect 
on  all  wildlife  and  feral  horses.  Page  V  states  that  "Questions 
on  Iona  term  protracted  exposure  and  sublevel  responses  remain 
to  be  studied" (for  wildlife).  The  Nevada  ground  areas  involved 
arc  substantially  used  for  the  hunting  of  mule  deer  and  antelope. 

Mule  deer  hunting  takes  place  in  foothills  and  mountains. 

Antelope  hunting  takes  place  on  the  valley  floors.  It  is  our 
experience  that  these  two  big  game  animal  species  are  extremely 
difficult  to  approach  after  a  sonic  boom.  There  is  no  question 
that  the  Candy*  Range  Extension  will  have  a  detrimental  effect- 
on  big  game  hunting  in  the  area.  The  sonic  boom  effect  on  small 
game  and  non-consumptive  wildlife  is  also  believed  to  be  detrimental. 

The  second  area  of  strong  concern  is  the  undesirable  impact  of 
sonic  booms  on  persons  using  the  Gandy  Ran  extension  area  for 
recreation.  Subject  land  is  regularly  used  in  spring,  summer, 
and  fall  for  primitive  backcount.ry  recreation  and  the  sonic 
booms  will  impair  this  experience.  While  subject  U.S,  Government 
BLM  land  is  managed  for  multiple  use,  it’s  our  strong  position 
that  the  proposed  Gandy  Range  Extension  would  impose  an  undesirable 
environmental  effect  on  all  species  of  wildlife  and  on  the  recreational 
users  of  this  land. 


Bob  Marcum,  President 


Bob  Hollinqer,  Safer et ary 


D-494 


!<  FiAPlJ  M.  8KVAN 
C‘vrrn«r 


THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

EXECUTIVE  CHAMBER 

Carson  City,  Nevada  8y710 


Tt'APHON* 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA 1 S  COMMENTS  ON  HILL  A FB/ GANDY  RANGE  DEIS 


Members  of  the  Air  Force,  ladies  and  gentlemen  ...  my  name 
is  Linda  Ryan.  I  am  director  of  the  State  agency  designated 
through  Presidential  Executive  Order  12372  to  review  the  impact  of 
Federal  Activities  in  Nevada,  and  I  am  here  today  to  speak,  on 
behalf  of  Governor  Richard  Bryan. 

On  October  13,  1983,  Governor  Bryan  forwarded  Nevada's 
official  comment  on  the  proposed  action  for  supersonic  flight 
training  being  requested  within  the  Gandy  Range  by  the  United 
States  Air  Force.  This  official  comment  clearly  expressed 

Nevada's  opposition  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Governor's 
opposition  is  based  on  the  following  four  issues; 

1.  The  anticipation  of  125  sonic  booms  per  day  (30%  of 
which  will  reach  the  ground)  is  an  estimate.  No 
specific  remedy  is  offered  should  the  sonic  booms  which 
reach  the  ground,  regardless  of  the  number,  sustain  an 
impact  severe  enough  in  magnitude  to  detract  from  the 
area's  quality  of  life. 

2.  Since  nearly  40%  of  Nevada’s  airspace  is  NOW  under 
federal  agency  control,  any  additional  airspace  restric¬ 
tions,  or  restrictive  reclassification,  will  negatively 
impact  on  private  and  commercial  aviation  in  Nevada. 
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3.  Federal  agencies  arc  acting  independently  in  their 
planning  efforts  toward  proposed  changes  and  ultimate 
reclassification  of  our  State's  remaining  free  airspace. 

4.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  describing  the 

9 

proposed  actions  in  the  Gandy  Range  does  not  -  I  repeat 
DOES  NOT  -  address  in  any  substantive  manner  the 
statewide  airspace  impacts  on  private  and  commercial 
aviation  in  Nevada. 

Those  issues  constitute  Nevada’s  basis  for  opposing  the  Gandy 
proposal,  and  now  we  would  like  to  submit  additional  information 
on  each  of  the  four  concerns; 

First,  in  relation  to  the  issue  of  sonic  booms,  the  quality 
of  life  for  people  living  in  the  area  must  be  given  appropriate 
consideration.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  speaks  to 
this  issue  in  terms  of  estimates  in  the  number  of  sonic  booms  with 
no  provision  for  public  recourse  should  those  estimates  prove  to 
be  understated.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  residents  of 
Nevada  to  accept  the  burden  of  this  proposal  without  having  prior 
knowledge  of  a  daily  maximum  on  the  number  of  sonic  disturbances, 
the  severity  of  those  disturbances  and  a  process  for  remedies 
should  the  disturbances  prove  to  be  detrimental. 

Next  is  the  issue  of  the  self-imposed  restrictions  by  private 
and  commercial  aviators  in  their  use  of  Military  Operations  Areas 
(MOA's)  which  are  reclassified  for  supersonic  flight  training.  It 
should  be  remembered  that  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)  designates  MOA's  to  enhance  airspace  safety  for  all  users; 
that  is,  the  MOA  defines  specific  airspace  for  military  use  while 
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anti  commercial  aviators.  However,  comments  submitted  to  the  Air 
Force  by  the  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association  documented  in 
the  DC  IS  for  the  Gandy  Range  proposal  strongly  point  to  the  fact 
that  the  "see-and-avoid"  concept  of  collision  prevention  is  no 
an  effective  method  for  aircraft  operating  at  super  sonic  speeds 
Thus,  it  is  our  contention  that  when  the  Department  of  Defense 
reclags i f ies an  MOA  for  supersonic  flight  training,  it  is  in  effect 
and  for  all  practical  purposes,  restricting  that  airspace .  We  are 
aware  that  the  space  will  not  be  officially  restricted  as  the  FA  A 
does  not  regulate  supersonic  flight  activity  within  MOA's.  This 
point,  however,  is  academic  since  most  commercial  and  private 
aircraft  will  not  use  tnose  areas. 

The  third  area  of  concern  is  that  this  proposed  action  will 
intensify  airspace  use  in  the  areas  surrounding  the  Gandy  Range. 
The  Department  of  Defense  and  the  FAA  must  consider  the  use  of 
surrounding  airspace  in  any  reclassification  effort.  We  need 
reliable  data  on  the  use  of  airways  surrounding  Nevada  MOA's  in 
order  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  designating  space  for  supersonic 
training.  This  environmental  review  should  consider  the  potential 
increases  in  the  military  use  of  the  airways  outside  of  existing 
MOA's  and  the  relative  impact  on  remaining  tree  airspace. 

And  finally,  the  Governor's  major  concern  is  with  the 
historic  trend  toward  the  blocking  of  large  portions  of  Nevada’s 
airspace  and  the  cumulative  impact  on  the  remaining  airway 
corridors  within  Nevada.  Experience  indicates  an  increasing 
airway  corridor  encroachment  through  the  expansion  of  one  or  more 
of  the  five  existing  major  MOA's  in  Nevada.  The  reality  of  this 
encroachment  on  Nevada's  free  airspace  is  evidenced  in  the 


recently  extended  Desert  MOA  in  Southern  Nevada  by  approximately 
twenty  nautica]  miles  to  the  north  as  initiated  by  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Base.  This  reality  is  further 
intensified  by  the  pending  action  of  the  Department  of  Navy's 
proposal  to  designate  over  5.600  square  miles  for  supersonic 
flight  training  within  the  Gabbs  and  Austin  MOA ' s .  These  actions, 
and  the  knowledge  that  airspace  currently  designated  for  military 
use  in  Nevada  is  surrounded  by  low-level,  military  training  routes 
and  mil i car y  air-to-air  refueling  routes  bring  us  to  the  critical 
issue  of  tne  resulting  impact  on  private  and  commercial  aviation. 

If  we  had  an  accurate  map  of  all  MOA '  s ,  restricted  areas, 
low-level  military  training  routes  and  military  refueling  routes 
in  Nevada,  it  would  be  evident  that  private  and  commercial 
aviation  are  clearly  threatened.  The  U.S.  Air  Force,  the 
Department  of  Navy  and  other  federal  agencies  proposing  to  limit 
use  of  airspace  in  Nevada  have  a  clear  duty  to  evaluate  all 
aspects  of  »r. '  "  .itary  use  statewide.  All  of  us  appreciate  and  wish 
to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force.  However,  it  is 
time  for  the  Air  Force  to  deal  with  us  in  terms  of  statewide 
airspace  use.  Addressing  this  issue  on  a  limited  "one-bite-at-a- 
tiiue"  basis  is  resulting  in  severe,  adverse  impacts  on  private  and 
commercial  aviation  in  a  growing  and  tourist-dependent  state. 
Even  though  Nevada  is  the  43rd  state  in  terms  of  population,  with 
less  than  one  million  residents,  we  have  within  our  borders  the 
29th  busiest  commercial  airport  in  the  world. 

Nevada's  potential  for  urban  and  rural  growth  in  relation  to 
aviation  access  between  cur  communities  and  adjoining  states  must 
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be  considered  in  any  review  process.  Therefore,  it  is  our 
contention  that  the  Environmental  Review  Process  employed  by  the 
Air  Force  is  inadequate  to  justify  this  proposed  action. 


WHITE  PINE  COUNTY 
INDUSTRIAL  PARK  REVIEW  BOARD 
P.C.  Box  630 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 


November  30,  1983 


Environmental  Planning  Office 
HQs .  AFLC/DEPV 

Wri ght- Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 
Gent  1 emen: 

The  White  Pine  County  Industrial  Park  Review  Board  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
for  the  proposed  Gandy  Range  extension  and  adjacent 
restricted  airspace  as  an  area  for  supersonic  flight  training. 

The  Board  feels  that  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address 
the  economic  impacts  the  extension  could  have  on  White  Pine 
County.  Additional  analysis  on  the  effects  on  civilian 
flights  and  the  economic  impacts  on  the  county  is  needed. 

Airspace  to  the  south,  east,  and  west  of  White  Pine  County 
is  already  restricted  for  military  uses.  Extension  of 
the  range  and  increasing  the  volume  of  military  flights 
will  decrease  available  airspace  for  civilian  flights. 

This  reduction  of  flights  through  the  Gandy  Range  will 
make  it  more  difficult  for  air  traffic,  both  passenger 
and  freight,  to  fly  to  White  Pine  County  on  east/west  routes. 

The  Industrial  Park  Review  Board  feels  that  the  proposed 
Gandy  Range  extension  and  restricted  airspace  for  supersonic 
flight  has  the  potential  to  adversely  affect  White  Pine 
County's  economic  development  efforts.  Given  the  information 
available  in  the  DEIS,  the  Board  opposes  the  proposed  extension. 
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Dear  Sir(s)  i 

Because  of  the  state  of  my  health  at  this  time, 

I  request  this  to  be  read  during  my  five  minute  block 
of  time. 

I  feel  th’at  before  Nevadans  consider  allowing 
the  Air  Force  to  use  Nevada  airspace  they  should 
consider  how  the  Air  Force  has  dealt  with  Nevadans 
■ n  the  past . 

I  now  reside  in  Eureka,  Nevada  but  used  to  reside 
on  a  ranch  about  twenty  miles  east  of  Eureka.  This 
ranch  is  located  in  White  Pine  County.  I  was  forced  to 
leave  my  ranch  because  the  water  system  was  poisened, 
our  animals  died,  cur  health  deteriorated,  the  ranch 
was  condemned  and  doctors  told  us  to  move  out.  I  am 
convinced  blasting  conducted  by  the  military  for  MX 
purposes  had  a  direct  effect  on  the  ground  water  my 
wells  pump  from. 

The  reason  we  believe  this  to  be  true  is  because 
our  water  system  worked  very  well  for  four  years  but 
shortly  after  the  blasting  our  water  system  became 
con  tarn i nated. 

We  have  had  our  water  tested  various  times  with 
conflicting  results  but  everyone  does  agree  the  water 
is  contaminated. 

The  members  of  my  family  and  I  have  gone  to 
various  physicians  who  all  seem  to  relate  our  health 
problem  to  overburden  of  heavy  minerals. 

El M  reports  stated  all  holes  that  were  blasted 
were  all  later  filled  in  so  that  no  water  from  above 
ground  could  seap  in.  A  Sheriff's  report,  and 
photographs  in  my  possession,  show  this  to  be  totally 
un  true  . 

Before  blasting,  we  were  all  assured  no  blasting 
would  be  conducted  any  closer  than  five  miles  from  all  private  property. 
In  fact,  the  blasting  occured  within 
1/A  of  a  mile  from  our  private  property. 

1  believe  before  we  allow  the  United  States  Air 
Force ,  or  any  other  government  related  group  to  enter 
Nevada  in  any  way  we  should  recieve  more  than  empty 
iromises  and  untruths  concerning  their  functions  in 
our  state.  I  also  believe  these  people  should  be 
held  liable  and  take  resporisabi  1  i  ty  for  the  damages 
to  property  and  life  they  inflict. 


Si ncercl y , 


John  Kenneth  Shanahan 
P.0.  Box  153 
Eureka,  Nv .  Q93i 6 
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White  Pine 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Phone:  4702 )  Box  239 

289-8877.  Ely,  Nevada 

V\  .  89301 


November  30,  1983 


Environmental  Planning 
Hqtrs.  AFLC/DEPV 
Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  45433 

Gentl emen: 

The  White  Pine  Chamber  of  Commerce  Tourism  Committee  would 
like  to  express  its  concerns  over  the  proposed  Gandy  Range 
Extension  and  adjacent  restricted  airspace  as  an  area  for 
supersonic  flight  training. 

The  Tourism  Committee  is  working  to  promote  White  Pine  County 
for  increased  tourist  trade.  The  committee  recognizes  that 
our  area  has  a  great  deal  of  potential  for  tourism  through 
its  scenic  beauty,  historic  sites,  and  recreational  opportuni¬ 
ties.  Increased  tourist  trade  can  have  a  substantial,  positive 
impact  on  our  area's  economy.  The  proposed  extension  of 
the  supersonic  training  site  may  be  very  detrimental  to  our 
efforts  in  three  ways: 

1.  The  increase  in  military  flights  over  the  area 
decreases  the  potential  for  civilian  flights  through 
the  restricted  air  space,  making  it  more  difficult 

for  travelers  to  fly  into  our  area  on  east/west  flights. 

2.  One  of  the  county's  assets  for  increased  outdoor 
recreational  use  is  its  millions  of  square  miles  of 
back  country  areas.  The  increase  in  sonic  booms 
will  reduce  the  appeal  of  the  Spring  Valley, 

Mt.  Wheeler  and  Mt.  Moriah  areas  on  the  east  side 
of  the  county  for  outdoor  recreational  use. 

3.  The  county  attracts  hundreds  of  visitors  to  hunt 
and  fish  each  year.  The  negative  effects  of  the 
increased  sonic  booms  on  our  area's  wildlife  ate 
not  known  and  have  not  been  fully  explored. 
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White  Pine  County  suf 
economic  conditions, 
one  way  to  generate  j 
The  extension  of  the 
airspace  for  superson 
any  direct  or  indirec 
Tourism  Committee  fee 
suffer  the  potential 
from  the  proposed  act. 
Environmental  Impact 
the  economic  impacts 
to  extension  of  the  s 


fers  from  high  unemployment  and  unstable 
increasing  tourist  trade  in  the  area  is 
obs  and  income  for  the  county's  residents 
Gandy  Range  and  adjacent  restricted 
ic  flight  training  will  not  provide 
:t  econonv  c  benefit  for  our  area.  Our 
Is  that  we  should  not  be  asked  to 
losses  to  our  economy  that  could  result 
ion.  The  Committee  feels  the  Draft 
Statement  has  not  adequately  addressed 
on  White  Pine  County  and  we  are  opposed 
upersonic  training  site. 

S+mse  rely,  _ _ _  „ 


fey  Bybee,  Chairman 
rout-  i  sm  Commi  ttee 
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WHITE  PINE  COUNTY 
STATEMENT  ON  DEIS 
SUPERSONIC  TESTING  IN 
GANDY  MO A 
NOVEMBER  JO,  1983 
J.  KENDALL  JONES,  M.D. 

VICE  CHAIRMAN 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

White  Pine  County  government  is  very  concerned  about  your  proposal 
to  train  supersonically  over  its  land  and  its  citizens,  and  doesn't 
believe  you've  told  us  v;hat  the  true  consequences  of  your  action 
will  be.  „ 

We  have  in  White  Pine  County  all  the  values  and  uses  you  mentioned 
in  the  DEIS,  and  more.  Many  of  our  commercial  and  recreational  uses 
you '  ve  down-played  while  citing  studies  which  show  average  city 
noise  levels  having  little  or  no  effect  on  these  activities.  We 
don't  see  ary  correlation  whatsoever  between  ambient  noise  levels  in 
the  cities  and  the  sonic  booms  which  could  ricochet  around  out  there 
in  the  quiet  of  eastern  White  Pine  County.  At  stake  is  the 
commercial  and  recreational  use  of  that  land. 

I  call  to  your  attention  the  efforts  of  the  Bristlecone  Film 
Committee,  which  has  been  in  existence  for  about  a  year.  Its 
primary  goal  is  attracting  the  filming  industry  to  our  area.  Several 
commercials  have  beer,  shot  here,  and  several  companies  are  serious 
about  doing  larger  productions.  As  you  could  well  imagine,  no 
producer  will  spend  money  on  a  secluded  site  which  is  inundated  with 
sonic  booms.  The  proposed  action  will,  indeed,  adversely  affect 
the  economy  of  our  county  directly. 

There  may  be  only  350  residents  living  directly  beneath  the  test 
area,  but  there  are  thousards  more  who  -use  the  area  because  of  the 
character  of  the  environment.  The  reasons  for  using  the  area  the 
way  ve  do  are  many-fold-,  of  importance  equal  to  just  daily  success 
of  hunters,  trappers,  prospectors,  rockhounds,  and  casual 
recreationists,  is  the  experience  in  a  non-urban  setting.  Those 
qualities  in  our  enviroianent  would  be  lost,  contrary  to  your 
analysis;  we  say  this  because  we  believe  only  we  fully  understand 

our  attachment  to,  and  enjoyment  of,  the  values  here. 

•» 

Presently,  about  35%  of  the  land  in  V?hitc  Pine  County  is  controlled 
by  federal  government.  Cur  tax  base  is  small,  has  been  largely 
dependent  upon  the  mining  industry  throughout  our  history,  and,  if  yc  ) 
implement  this  proposal,  the  effects  will  further  reduce  that  base 
by  litteraliy  running  the  scattered  inhabitants  off  their  mineral 
and  agricultural  land.  We  don't  like  that. 

Air  tcaffic  is  essential  to  the  diversification  of  our  economy,  and 
there  is  a  definite  adverse  impact  upon  non-military  traffic  within 
an  MQA  when  going  from  subsonic  to  supersonic,  as  it  relates  to 
safety.  General  aviation  and  our  air  carrier  will  choose  to  not  fly 
through  that  large  expanse  of  airspace  after  being  rendered  completely 
unsafe.  We  doubt  that  the  transient  or  cross- country  pilot  will  be 


given  the  access  and  clearances,  as  promised  to  locals,  through 
the  area  when  it's  "hot".  Because  of  the  extra  distances  involved 
in  avoiding  the  new  "super  MOA",  we  are  made  even  even  more  remote. 

We  suggest  that  you  correct  the  DEIS  to  accurately  portray  the 
impacts  from  such  an  action  as  you  propose.  If  you  presently  are 
forbidden  access  to  the  lower  elevations  for  realistic  demonstration 
of  speeds  of  up  to  2.4  Mach,  then  we  suggest  that  adequate  data 
doesn't  exist  by  which  any  of  the  impacts  may  be  properly  addressed. 
We  don't  believe  that  our  people  can  bear  the  psychological  effects 
of  such  activity,  and  urge  your  recognition  of  that  in  the  DEIS. 

We  appreciate  your  coming  to  Ely  for  this  hearing. 


APPENDIX  E 
RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 
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1.  The  Air  Force  appreciates  the  concern  expressed  over  population  figures 
and,  based  upon  the  comments  received  and  observations  of  pilots  frequently 
overflying  the  area,  we  have  revised  the  estimate  of  population  distribution. 
Comment  noted  and  revisions  made  to  FEIS. 

2.  Reference  4.2.9  of  FEIS  -  The  Air  Force  appreciates  the  concerns  expressed 
about  the  increased  risk  of  mid-air  collisions  and  impacts  on  the  civilian 
population  in  the  area.  This  concern  fostered  the  initiation  of  the  Military 
Operating  Area  (MOA)  concept.  As  discussed  in  the  FEIS,  the  probability  of  a 
mid-air  collision  with  civilian  aircraft  is  very  low.  Similarly,  we  recognize 
that  resident  anxiety  towards  aircraft  accidents  may  be  increased.  To  reduce 
anxiety  and  impacts  on  the  civilian  community,  the  Air  Force  1b  considering  a 
reduced  scope  proposal  as  a  primary  alternative. 

3.  The  5,000  foot  AGL  floor  is  proposed  for  supersonic  aircraft  operations 
only.  The  Gandy  MOA  is  now  identified  as  an  operation  area  for  subsonic 
military  aircraft  down  to  100  feet  AGL.  However,  Air  Force  regulations  do  not 
allow  hatrassment.  of  ground  parties  and  any  pilots  found  guilty  of  such 
activities  are  dealt  with  severely.  A  timely  notification  to  the  Air  Force 
would  definitely  help  identify  pilots  responsible  (within  one  day  if  reporting 
by  telephone).  A  written  or  verbal  notification  to  one  of  the  following 
offices  would  be  appropriate: 

Public  Affairs  Office 
OO-AIX/PA 
Hill  AFB,  UT  84056 
(801)  777-5201 
(Off  Duty:  (  801)  777-3007) 

4.  '.'cur  comment  has  been  noted.  The  concerns  and  opinions  expressed  have 
been  considered  in  the  evaluation  of  this  proposal. 

5.  Notices  announcing  the  public  hearings  were  first  released  or.  10  November 
1983.  The  Air  Force  first  published  its  intent  to  prepare  a  Draft  EIS  in 
August  1980  and  released  the  DEIS  to  the  public  on  19  August  1983.  The  DEIS 
was  released  to  r.ews  media  and  copies  were  provided  to  State  and  Pederal 
agencies  and  anyone  expressing  an  interest  as  a  result  of  the  1980 
notification.  The  public  hearing  notification  was  again  released  to  the  news 
media  and  individual  notices  were  mailed  to  everyone  that  had  expressed  a 
concern  about  the  DEIS  or  the  proposal.  The  public  comment  period  on  the  DEIS 
was  originally  scheduled  to  close  14  October  1983.  This  comment  period  was 
subsequently  extended  to  16  December  1983  to  accommodate  the  public  hearings. 

6.  The  Air  Force  appreciates  the  concern  expressed  by  many  commentors.  Based 
or.  the  collective  knowledge  and  consensus  of  the  scientific  community,  the  Air 
force  believes  the  love!  of  overpressures  to  be  experienced  at  Intermittent 
intervals  are  neither  sufficiently  intense  nor  frequent  enough  to  be  considered 
a  significant  impact  from  a  health  standpoint.  Reference  4.2.1  of  the  PEIS. 

7.  Reference  4.12.3  of  PEIS.  Comment  noted. 


299  Range  Control  Squadron 
299  RSC/CC 
Hill  AFB,  UT  84056 
(801)  521-7070 


8.  Comment  noted.  Other  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  Section  2.2  of  the 
PEIS, 

9.  The  proposed  action  to  designate  a  portion  of  the  Gandy  MOA  as  airspace 
for  supersonic  flight  training  will  not  change  its  designation  as  a  MOA.  The 
joint  use  policy  now  existing  in  this  airspace  will  not  be  impacted  by  this 
proposal.  Also,  supersonic  flight  is  proposed  only  for  elevations  above  5,000 
feet  AGL  and  it  should  be  noted  that  90  to  95  percent  of  the  supersonic  flying 
will  be  above  10,000  feet  AGE. 

10.  The  airspace  above  the  community  of  Baker,  Nevada,  is  not  controlled  by 
the  military  nor  is  it  designated  as  an  area  for  military  operations.  However, 
the  Lucin  MOA  does  begin  approximately  seven  miles  to  the  east.  Outside  of 
MOAs  and  restricted  airspace,  military  aircraft  must  adhere  to  established  Air 
Force  regulations  which  are  coordinated  with  FAA,  They  are  required  to  travel 
at  air  speeds  of  250  Knots  or  less  whenever  they  are  below  an  elevation  of 
10,000  MSL  unless  they  are  flying  under  a  waiver  or  otherwise  designated  route. 

11.  This  comment  is  not  applicable  to  this  EIS.  There  was  no  Revised  D81S 
proposed  for  the  “Establishment  of  the  Gandy  Range  Extension  and  Adjacent 
Restricted  Airspace  as  an  Area  for  Supersonic  Flight  Training." 

12.  The  initial  notice  of  intent  was  filed  in  August  1980  and  was  prepared  to 
meet  the  CEQ  guidelines.  The  Air  Force  has  elected  to  continue  processing  the 
Draft  EIS  under  the  guidelines  rather  than  the  40  CFR  1500  regulation.  While 
there  were  minor  differences  in  the  format  and  technical  requirements.  The 
Pinal  EIS  is  prepared  in  accordance  with  CEQ  regulations  and  does  an  adequate 
job  of  evaluating  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  and  does  provide  the  decision-maker  a  basis  for  a  sound,  reasoned 
cnoice.  A  list  of  preparers  is  provided  in  this  document. 

13.  This  comment  is  not  applicable  to  the  proposal  addressed  in  this 
document.  The  airspace  being  proposed  for  supersonic  flight  has  not  been 
designated  for  that  usage  in  the  past. 

14.  The  term  “set  aside*  does  not  mean  to  literally  restrict  or  segregate. 

It  means  to  identify,  list,  or  approve  the  area  for  supersonic  flight. 

15.  The  Air  Force  is  not  aware  of  any  definition  for  a  HO A  that  provides  a 
legal  basis  for  stating  the  operations  conducted  therein  are  ultra  hazardous. 
rOAs  are  established  under  criteria  provided  in  FAA  Handbook  7610.4,  “Special 
Military  Operations",  and  FAA  Handbook  7400.2,  “Procedures  for  Handling 
Airspace  Matters,"  The  proposed  action  meets  the  criteria  identified  in  these 
handbooks.  Additionally,  the  F-16  has  on-board  radar  that  further  enhances 
the  area  control  provided  by  FAA. 
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16.  Comment  noted.  This  comment  focuses  on  the  general  policy  of  supersonic 
flight  and  it  is  emphasized  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  proposed  changing  that 
policy.  The  only  similarity  among  the  supersonic  proposals  is  timing.  The 
proposals  should  not  be  considered  as  cumulative  or  even  connected  actions 
where  one  affects,  or  is  interrelated  or  dependent  upon,  another.  Thus,  there 
is  no  basis  for  preparing  a  programmatic  Els. 

17.  The  Air  Force  did  provide  environmental  analysis  based  on  overpressures 
rather  than  Mach  number  and  altitude.  Consequently,  overpressure  data  does 
include  the  Mach  1.3  supersonic  event.  Prom  a  statistical  standpoint,  both 
methods  show  comparable  values;  however,  overpressure  analysis  provides  a 
straightforward  approach  to  answering  questions  on  a  number  of  events  one 
vrould  expect  to  hear,  and  percent  of  booms  expected  above  a  given  value. 

18.  The  comment  indicates  that  complaints  were  used  to  derive  percent 
"annoyed*  is  not  true.  Three  rounds  of  social  surveys  which  included  urban, 
suburban,  and  rural  subgroups  were  used  to  obtain  dose-response  data. 
Extrapolated  data  from  the  study  can  be  applied  with  confidence.  Due  to  the 
subjective  nature  of  individual  responses  to  noise,  active  campaigns  against  a 
proposed  flight  program  will  frequently  generate  multiple  anticipatory 
complaints  far  in  excess  of  those  occuring  during  the  actual  program. 

Conclusive  evidence  does  not  exist  to  show  that  noise  at  the  proposed 
levels  adversely  affects  the  health  of  people.  A  direct  cause  and  effect 
relationship  has  not  been  demonstrated  between  noise  exposure  and  adverse 
health  effect  in  any  study  using  human  subjects.  Worthington's  statements 
should  oe  compared  to  those  of  Thompson,  Or.  Shirley  Thompson  of  the 
University  of  South  Carolina  School  of  Public  Health  summarized  her  research 
team's  "evaluation  of  the  epidemiologic  evidence  available  regarding  the 
effects  of  noise  on  the  cardiovascular  system’  in  a  paper  given  at  the  May 
1983  meeting  of  the  Acoustical  Society  of  America.  (A  summary  of  EPA  reports 
having  NTIS  designations  PB  82-147752,  PB  82-147760,  and  PB  82-147778.)  Of 
some  800  potential  publications,  83  were  chosen  for  critical  review.  Each 
selected  article  was  critiqued  independently  by  an  epidemiologist,  a 
cardiologist,  and  an  audiologist.  Individual  critiques  were  then  integrated 
for  study  summary.  The  conclusion  derived  by  the  reviewers,  plus  an 
additional  set  of  consultants,  was;  "Our  analysis  indicated  that  studies  to 
date  are  inadequate  for  establishing  cause-effect  relationships  between  noise 
and  cardiovascular  disease.  Recommendations  made  were  aimed  at  improving 
study  designs  for  future  research.*  In  terms  of  adequacy  of  current  research 
Thomoson  summarizes  the  results  of  the  evaluation  process  as  follows: 

"The  relatively  poor  quality  ot'  the  identified  papers  is 
reflected  in  the  individual  component  and  overall  ratings 
of  the  reviewers  --  the  proportions  of  studies 
meeting  more  than  50  percent  of  the  evaluative  criteria  were 
as  follows:  On  the  noise  component,  6%  of  the  English  studies 
and  11%  of  the  translated  research;  on  the  health  outcome 
component,  33%  of  the  English  and  32%  of  the  translated 
research;  and  on  the  epidemiologic  methodology  component, 

42%  of  the  English  literature  and  11%  of  the  translated  studies. 

When  the  lowest  of  the  three  component  scores  is  taken  as  the 


overall  validity  score,  no  study  reported  in  the  English 
literature  and  only  one  in  the  translated  literature  was  rated 
higher  than  "4*  on  the  0-9  scale.  These  ratings  indicate  that 
the  literature  is  less  than  full  informative  for  the  task  of 
judging  the  association  between  noise  and  cardiovascular  effects." 

These  reports  by  Thompson  represent  a  milestone  in  noise  research  and 
hopefully  a  precedence  has  been  set  for  future  evaluations  of  research  in  this 
area.  The  bulk  of  the  available  scientific  evidence  suggests  that  noise 
levels  that  would  yield  "hypertension,  ulcers  or  pregnancy  problems"  are 
considerably  in  excess  of  those  that  will  characterize  the  Gandy  HOA, 

19.  The  French  "Jericho"  test  data,  along  with  consultation  with  the  United 
States'  representative  to  that  test,  provide  a  significant  basis  for  the 
analysis  provided.  What  appears  to  be  at  variance  is  an  understanding  of  the 
focus  phenomenon  in  respect  to  cutoff  Mach  number. 

20.  Comment  noted.  There  are  many  people,  as  well  as  international  experts, 
who  sometimes  make  uncritical  comments  about  the  effects  of  noise.  This  is 
one  case  where  group  opinion  is  probably  better  than  individual  opinion.  A 
group  is  more  likely  to  consider  all  aspects  of  a  decision.  The  EPA  and  HUD 
statements  and  criterion  represent  the  opinion  of  groups. 

Colonel  Smith's  personal  comment  addressed  his  recognition  of  the  issue 
to  protect  one's  backyard  from  a  nonparochial  requirement  (regardless  of  the 
level  of  impact).  He  pointed  to  the  fact  that  some  people  express  concern 
over  the  endangered  peregrine  falcon  In  Reserve,  but  no  such  concern  is 
mentioned  when  it's  suggested  to  double  the  impacts  in  the  Valentine  MDA, 
which  also  nas  a  peregrine  falcon.  (The  same  point  could  be  made  shout  the 
many  other  attributes  that  are  common  to  the  two  areas.)  It  was  this  point 
that  Colonel  Smith  was  expressing. 

22.  This  comment  ie  not  directly  applicable  to  this  DEIS.  Reference  1.2  of 
this  document  for  discussion  of  training  requirements.  However,  we  did 
underestimate  training  requirements  at  Hill  AFB  also. 

23.  The  Air  Force  doe3  not  propose  to  train  at  the  upper  end  of  the  flight 
envelope  in  the  Gandy  Range  area.  Functional  flights  at  higher  Machs  can  and 
are  performed  over  totally  desolate  range  areas.  Projected  operations  for  the 
Gandy  MOA  requires  external  fuel  tanks  which  would  have  to  be  dropped  during 
flight  in  order  to  achieve  the  higher  flight  speeds.  This  does  not  negrade 
the  value  of  distant  training  areas;  pilots  must  develop  conservation  habit 
patterns  while  employing  the  aircraft  to  its  optimum  configured  capability. 
Although  the  average  supersonic  flight  speed  would  be  about  Mach  1.1,  it  will 
range  between  1.0  and  1.3+  Mach. 

24.  Reference  4.1  of  the  PEIS. 

25.  The  comment  grossly  overstates  the  potential  impact.  The  probability, 
under  a  most  conservative  estimate,  is  still  no  greater  than  0.003  that  anyone 
will  get  focus  booms. 

26.  This  is  precisely  why  CSEL  is  used  to  assess  human  response  instead  of 
peak  overpressure. 
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27.  Comment  noted.  While  the  data  is  not  perfectly  Gaussian,  it  does  allow 
for  a  very  conservative  statistical  analysis.  This  assumption  overstates  the 
case  since  the  true  distribution  is  skewed  to  lower  values. 

28.  We  concur  with  the  first  paragraph  and  wish  to  clarify  the  points  made  in 
the  second  paragraph.  Turbularice  always  decreases  boom  magnitude,  not 
increasing  magnitude  due  to  focusing,  of  course,  rise  time  and  peak  impulse 
are  highly  significant,  hence  C$EL.  A  “focused  boom  is  a  focused  boom*  only 
as  much  as  a  stable,  uniform  atmosphere  permits  it  to  be. 

29.  If  the  focus  is  at  a  high  altitude,  it  can  have  no  effect  on  people  on 
the  ground. 

30.  No  exception  is  taken  to  the  "quote";  it  does  not  say  the  focus  always 
reaches  the  ground, 

31.  Uncritical  otatements  are  made  repeatedly  that  people  do  not  adapt  to 
noise  or  that  the  startle  response  has  been  proven  not  to  abate  after  repeated 
exposure.  Such  statements  are  meaningless  without  stating  the  parameters 
existing  in  the  noise  environment  in  which  the  supposed  adaption  or  lack  of 
adaption  occurs.  The  situation  is  complicated  and  some  parameters  are 
incompletely  understood,  however,  there  are  occasions  where  some  adaptation 
does  occur.  Whether  adaptation  occurs  or  not  is  related  to  the  intensity  and 
frequency  content  of  the  noise,  the  level  of  the  background  in  this  area  and 
hopefully,  in  the  future  one  can  specify  in  analytical  detail  those  situations 
where  we  would  and  would  not  expect,  adaptation.  Also  adaptation  can  occur 
along  many  dimensions  -  behavioral,  phys »ologi ca 1 ,  and  psychological  and  we 
must  be  able  to  specify  how  adaptation  occurs  along  each  dimension. 

12.  Conclusive  evidence  does  not  exist  to  shew  that  noise  at  the  proposed 
levels  adversely  affects  the  health  of  people.  A  direct  cause  and  effect 
relationship  has  not  been  demonstrated  between  noise  exposure  and  adverse 
health  effect  in  any  study  using  human  subjects.  Worth* ngton ' ft  statements 
should  oe  cospared  to  those  of  Tnorupson.  Dr.  Shirley  Thompson  of  the 
university  of  South  Carolina  school  of  Public  Health  summarized  h*r  research 
team's  "evaluation  of  the  epidemiologic  evidence  available  regarding  the 
effects  of  noise  on  the  cardiovascular  system*  in  a  paper  given  at  the  K*y 
19A3  meeting  of  the  Acoustical  Society  of  America.  (A  summary  of  EPA  reports 
having  WTIS  designations  PB  82-147752,  PB  82-147760,  and  PB  82-147778.)  Of 
some  800  potential  publications,  83  were  chosen  for  critical  review.  Each 
selected  article  was  critiqued  independently  by  an  epidemiologist,  a 
cardiologist,  and  an  audiologist.  Individual  critiques  were  then  integrated 
for  study  summary.  The  conclusion  derived  by  the  reviewers,  plus  an 
additional  set  of  consultants,  was:  "Out  analysis  indicated  that  studies  to 
date  ate  inadequate  for  establishing  cause-effect  relationships  between  noise 
and  cardiovascular  disease.  Recommendations  made  were  aimed  at  improving 
study  designs  foi  future  research.*  In  terms  of  adequacy  of  current  research 
Thompson  summarizes  the  results  of  the  evaluation  process  as  follows: 

"The  relatively  poor  quality  of  the  identified  papers  is 
reflected  in  the  individual  component  and  overall  ratings 
of  the  reviewers  --  the  proportions  of  studies 
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meeting  more  than  50  percent  of  the  evaluative  criteria  were 
as  follows:  On  the  noise  co'ttponont,  6%  of  the  English  studies 
and  11%  of  the  translated  research;  on  the  health  outcome 
component,  33%  of  the  English  and  32%  of  the  translated 
research;  and  on  the  epidemiologic  methodology  component, 

42%  of  the  English  literature  and  n%  of  the  translated  studies. 

When  the  lowest  of  the  three  component  scores  is  taken  as  the 
overall  validity  score,  no  study  reported  in  the  English 
literature  and  only  one  in  the  translated  literature  was  rated 
higner  than  *4*  on  the  0-9  scale  These  ratings  indicate  that 
the  literature  is  less  than  full  informative  for  the  task  of 
judging  the  association  between  noise  and  cardiovascular  effects.* 

These  reports  by  Thompson  represent  a  milestone  in  noise  resesrch  and 
hopefully  a  precedence  has  been  set  for  future  evaluations  of  research  in  this 
area.  The  oulk  of  the  available  scientific  evidence  suggests  that  noise 
levels  that  could  yield  ’hypertension,  ulcers  or  pregnancy  problems*  ate 
considerably  in  excess  of  those  that  will  characterize  the  Gandy  MO A. 

33.  Reference  4.4  of  the  PEIS.  Also  see  section  4. 6. 1.5  of  the  PEIS. 

34.  The  Air  Force  appreciates  the  concern  expressed,  but  believes  these 
alternatives  have  been  adequately  revie.ed.  Also  see  section  2.2  of  the  PEIS. 

35.  Reference  2.2.  of  the  PEIS.  Comment  noted. 

36.  We  are  unable  to  determine  which  studies  the  commentor  is  referring  to. 
However,  the  National  Academy  of  Science  published  a  report  in  1982  on 
Prenatal  Effect  of  Exposures  to  High  Level  Noise,  which  was  prepared  by  the 
Bi oinechani cs  Assembly  of  Behavioral  and  Social  sciences,  Tne  study  evaluated 
the  hazard  of  prenatal  noise  exposure  and  reports.  There  is  no  conclusive 
evidence  of  detrimental  effects  of  high-intensity  external  sound  in  higher 
mammals.  The  noise  leve's  to  be  generated  witnin  the  Gandy  Range  are  not 
expected  to  be  detrimental  to  the  hearing  of  small  children,  either. 

37.  see  responses  o,  37,  and  36. 

Although  available  literature  concerning  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  animals 
is  somewhat  limited,  information  to  date  ndicates  that  animals  ate  unaffected 
under  most  circumstances. 

Wildlife  including  horses,  burros,  peregrine  falcons  and  other  birds,  do 
respond  to  sonic  boon,  stimuli.  Responses  generally  range  from  a  momentary 
pause  or  change  of  behczjoral  activity  to  a  startle  reaction  followed  by 
fiiyiil.  The  noise  is  usually  sudden  and  ol  short  duration.  While  them  ore 
rosoonses  to  sonic  boom  stimuli,  a  response  should  not  be  considered  synonymous 
with  an  adverse  impact.  The  Air  Force,  for  example,  undertook  a  noise  iirpact 
study  of  eight  species  of  birds,  including  the  endangered  peregrine  falcons. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  site  abandon:  ent  or  reproductive  failure  was  caused 
by  jet  noise  or  sonic  booms. 

in  a  1973  report  by  Federal  Aviatjon  Administration  entitled,  “Studies  of  the 
Effects  of  Sonic  Booms  on  Birds"  (report  No.  fAA-RD-73-14 B ) ,  «  vatie'y  of 
birds  were  exposed  to  sonic  booms  and  simulated  boom  overpressures  to  discover 


£-7 


if  booms  affected  their  rcproductin  adversely.  Results  of  those  tests  showed 
the  overpressures  had  no  effect  on  hatching  success,  growth  races,  or 
rnorta .  ity. 

Observations  reported  by  the  VS  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  responses  of 
bighorn  sheep  on  the  Luke  Air  Force  Range,  Arizona,  to  sonic  boom*  indicate 
mini.nal  disturbances  of  the  sheep.  Since  1955  desert  bighorn  sheep  on  the 
Nellis  Air  Force  Range,  Nevada,  also  have  been  exposed  to  sonic  booms.  During 
this  period,  there  has  been  no  significant  change  in  the  sheep  population’s 
age  structure,  longevity  or  reproductive  success. 

Currently,  antelope,  deer  and  e^-her  wildlife  (including  desert  fox)  utilize 
land  adjacent  to  static  test  stands.  These  stands  teat  solid  propellant 
rocket  motors  anc  subject  wildlife  to  high  noise  levels  from  rocket  motor 
testing  and  low  flying  subsonic  aircraft  with  no  adverse  affects.  Also,  the 
State  of  Utah  performs  wildlife  counts  on  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range 
(UTTR;  annually.  The  antelope  population  hae  actually  increased  In  the  UTTR 
area  resulting  in  additional  hunting  areas  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  range. 

38.  Reference  4.6.1.11  of  the  PEIS  and  see  response  2. 

39.  The  above  comments  suggest  that  tne  "cumiiu lati ve"  effect  of  this  proposal 
upon  all  other  proposals  should  be  addressed  or  that  a  "programmatic*  study  be 
made  of  all  MOAs  prior  to  in^lemontatior.  of  this  proposal.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  Gandy  Military  Operation  Area  (KOA;  was  so  establifhed  and  designated 
by  the  ?aa  in  1976  and  is  not  cart  of  any  proposals?  to  designate  additional 
MOAs.  The  MOA  nas  been  used  for  military  operations  tor  several  year:..  The 
only  impacts  associated  wi  th  this  proposal  are  those  resulting  from  the 
propagation  of  sonic  booms.  Neither  the  nature  of  the  aircraft  activities  nor 
the  size  of  the  a'ea  will  be  changed.  The  only  change  is  a  Slight,  increase  in 
maximum  airspeed  which  will  give  rise  to  sonic  booms;  therefore,  the  primary 
impact  addressed  by  this  document  is  the  impact  ol  sonic  booms  upon  the 
immediate  area  of  toe  Gandy  MOA.  This  impact  has  no  signifi  cant  ef feet , 
cunwulative  ol  otherwise,  ojtside  the  designated  area.  In  short,  this  MOA  has 
existed  for  several  years  and  the  aircraft,  activities  therein  are  not  the 
subject  of  this  proposal  --  only  the  increase  in  airspeed  which  will  have 
environmental  impact. 

40.  As  required  in  40  CPR  1502.  22,  Nations.!  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Air 
Force  has  attempted  to  present  and  evalu  a  worst  case  condition  in  the 
f.is.  The  worst  case  is  created  when  special  exercises  such  as  "red  flag 
exercises"  are  scheduled  for  UTTr.  airspace.  The  wor-'t  case  analysis  presented 
takes  into  consideration  future  plans  and  activities  anticipated  for  the  UTTR. 
Also,  it  is  very  unlikely  that  a  significantly  larger  number  of  supersonic 
aircraft  would  ever  be  stationed  at  hill  AFB.  The  number  of  aircraft 
operations  now  occurring  at  Hill  make  it  one  of  the  ousiest  single  runway 
airports  in  the  world. 

41.  Both  parts  of  your  fist  point  are  correct.  As  to  your  second  comment,  the 
equipment  making  up  the  HUS  Arena  described  in  Section  1.1.1  has  already  been 
installed  and  Is  now  being  tested  ay  the  contractor  that  installed 
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it.  The  system  should  be  turned  over  to  the  Government  sometime  during  the 
suwneT ,  1985.  As  further  described  in  Section  1.1.1,  the  location  of  the  HUS 
Arena  was  picked  to  make  best  use  of  existing  HAHOTs  sites  and  aicopccc  already 
approved  for  supersonic  flight  training.  Thus,  the  primary  controlling  factors 
for  choosing  the  location  of  the  HUS  Arena  were  independent  of  the  proposal 
addressed  in  this  Els. 

42.  The  Air  Force  does  not  currently  foresee  any  future  requirements  which 
would  change  the  current  proposal  for  supersonic  flight  above  5,000  feet  AGL. 

A  floor  of  5,000  feet  AGL  is  used  for  air-to-air  training  whether  or  net  that 
training  is  accomplished  in  airspace  approved  for  supersonic  flight.  However, 
mission  and  training  requirements  do  frequently  change,  therefore,  no 
assurances  (guarantees)  can  be  made.  Of  course,  any  modifications  in  operation 
which  may  have  a  significant  environmental  effect  will  be  assessed  prior  to  a 
decision  to  initiate  that  action.  Procedures  are  currently  available  to  insure 
that  the  5,000  foot  AGL  limit  is  maintained. 

43.  The  FA A  action  which  realigned  restricted  airspace  within  the  UTTR  is  a 
totally  separate  and  distinct  proposal.  Air  Force  sees  no  possibility  of  a 
significant  cumulative  effect  between  it  and  the  proposal  in  the  PEIS. 

However ,  the  Goshute  Tribe,  as  well  as  the  general  public,  has  had  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  both  proposals. 

44.  Table  1  of  Appendix  3  to  the  PEIS  shows  the  relationship  of  sonic  boom 
overpressures  created  by  the  P-16  as  compared  to  other  Air  Force  fighter 
aircraft  that  may  occasionally  use  the  UTTR.  However,  the  main  text  of  the 
PEIS  continues  to  use  the  P-16  as  the  aircraft  impacting  the  environment  in 
the  airspace  under  consideration.  As  long  as  the  described  P-16s  are  based  at 
Hill  APB,  it  will  be  the  predominant  fighter  aircraft  utilizing  the  UTTR. 
Special  exercises  involving  other  type  aircraft  are  small  in  numerical 
comparison  and  will  have  tntir  air-to-air  training  concent iateu  over  the 
airspace  already  designated  for  supersonic  flight. 


AS.  Yes,  Table  1  in  Appendix  3  of  the  DEIS  does  show  that  the  F-16  and  P-15 
aircraft  created  sonic  booms  of  different  intensities  because  they  are  of 
different  size  and  shape.  However,  the  table  depicts  nothing  about  sonic  boom 
activity.  Extrapolations  were  made  from  P-15  data  because  the  two  aircraft 
have  similar  maneuvering  capabilities  m  air-to-air  training.  The  basic 
extrapolations  j3ed  were:  (1)  the  two  aircraft  use  a  similar  amount  and 
configuration  of  airspace  during  their  air-to-air  maneuv.rs;  (2)  the  two 
aircraft  would  both  average  about  two  and  one-half  supersonic  excursions 


t»ingie  air-io-aii  softi* 


the  aver 5 


ircraf  t 


during  the  supersonic  event  would  be  about  Mach  1.1.  You  should  note  that  the 


intensities  of  sonic  booms  created  by  the  P-16  «re  lower  than  those  created  by 


the  P-15.  For  analytical  purposes,  we  used  P-15  data  to  eirr  on  the  side  of 


caut ion. 


46.  This  FEIS  addresses  a  reduced  scope  proposal  as  a  primary  alternative 
being  considered  by  the  Air  Force,  The  airspace  involved  in  the  reduced  scope 
proposal  has  full  radar  coverage  down  to  5,000  feet  AGL. 
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47.  Appendix  B  o£  the  FEIS  discuss  the  phenomena  of  focus  boon>3.  The 
important  factor  to  remember  is  that  a  focus  boom  occurs  only  at  a  specific 
location  and  does  not  move  as  the  aircraft  moves.  The  probability,  under  a 
most  conservative  estimate,  is  no  greater  than  0.C03  that  anyone  on  the  ground 
will  get  focus  booms.  If  the  focus  is  at  a  high  altitude,  it  can  have  no 
effect  on  people  on  the  ground. 

48.  Only  the  sonic  boom  or  overpressure  is  generated,  its  propagation  is 
affected  by  the  same  physical  laws,  independent  of  the  type  of  aircraft 
involved.  However,  the  size  and  shape  of  the  aircraft  does  havo  a  direct 
bearing  on  the  magnitude  of  that  initial  disturbance.  See  response  44. 

49.  The  worst  case  monthly  loading  identified  in  the  EIS  is  the  maximum  of 
air-to-air  sorties  expected  in  any  one  month. 

50.  It  is  true  that  the  booms  experienced  will  be  during  daylight:  hours. 
However,  the  use  of  average  sound  level  is  the  preferred  method  for  quantifying 
human  response  to  sonic  boom  exposures.  It  is  recommenced  by  CHABA  and  h*s 
been  adopted  by  pertinent  Pederal  agencies.  All  day-night  average  sound  level 
criteria,  as  developed  by  EPA  and  used  by  HUD,  DoD,  DoT,  and  others,  are  ictng- 
tetm,  preferably  annual  averages.  This  is  also  in  accord  with  American 
National  Standard  S3. 23-1980,  ‘Sound  Level  Descriptors  for  Determination  of 
Com  pat  idle  Land  Use.*  Based  upon  a  worsv.  case  analysis,  it  is  predicted  that 
99%  of  the  time  any  single  ground  location  will  experience  less  than  four  booms 
per  day,  in  fact  one  spot  on  the  ground  will  only  hear  a  boon  35%  of  the 

time.  Peterence  PEIS  summary.  Conversion  of  the  419  Ttn*  to  P-iSa  has  not 
been  taken  into  account  with  our  calculations  and  figure?.  Although  activity 
will  increase  during  the  summer  months,  our  worst  case  is  baaed  upon  these 
increases. 

%1.  The  proposed  action  now  being  considered  by  the  Air  Perce  reduces  the 

scop:,  of  the  original  proposal,  thus  eliminating  a  portion  of  Antelope  Valley 

as  a  supersonic  flight  area.  See  response  41  and  chapter  II  of  the  FEIS. 

52.  The  airspace  currently  approved  for  supersonic  flight  is  «n  extremely 

valuable  asset  to  the  DoD  because  it  is  located  entirely  over  land  which  they 
control.  The  F-16  Is  a  dual  role  aircraft  in  that  it  can  perform  both  air-to- 

air  and  air-to-ground  missions  and  its  pilots  must  receive  training  in  both 

areas.  By  the  very  nature  of  its  requirement  (delivery  of  weapons  on  ground 
targets),  air-to-ground  missions  must  be  flown  in  airspace  where  the  ground  is 
ilao  controlled.  As  long  is  the  f- 16  ro  based  at  Hill  APK  there  will  be  a 
tequirement  for  noth  types  of  training.  For  reasons  of  safety  snd  security, 
special  teste  and  exercises  must  often  be  asaiqned  to  these  same  test  ranges. 
This  type  asset  is  limited  in  the  united  States.  The  Air  Force  and  the  DoD 
make  the  beat  possible  use  out  of  these  asseta  when  they  determine  where 
special  teats  and  exercises  will  be  held. 

53.  The  Ait  Force  does  not  agree  wjtn  the  idea  that  airspace  now  approved  for 
supersonic  flight  and  the  controlled  land  lying  beneath  is  being  used  for 
purposes  not,  originally  authorized,  weapons  syut.ems  have  changed,  tut  this 


area  continues  to  be  a  multi-use  test  area  for  those  weapons,  as  it  ha3  since 
the  bombing  ranges  were  forme;?. 

54.  The  Air  Force  believes  that  the  criteria  used  in  evaluating  the  viability 
of  utilizing  the  Lucin  MOA  is  adequate.  Reference  2.2.1  oC  the  PEIS. 

hi,.  The  Air  Force  has  no  practical  means  of  knowing  if  noise  complaints  exist 
unless  they  receive  them.  Although  the  availability  of  a  telephone  system  in 
an  area  may  effect  the  number  of  complaints  received,  it  does  not  preclude  the 
utilization  of  a  mail  system.  Based  on  the  lack  of  complaints  received,  the 
Air  Force  feels  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  degree  of  the  problem  is 
less  on  the  reservation. 

56.  As  stated  in  the  PEIS,  the  Air  Force  does  not  believe  that  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  people  on  the  ground  is  impacted.  The  availability  of 
airspace  for  commercial  traffic  was  a  separate  consideration.  At  no  time  did 
the  Air  Force  consider  the  effect  on  commercial  traffic  over  the  health  and 
well-being  ot  people  on  the  ground. 

57.  Reference  2.2.1  of  the  PEIS. 

59.  Reference  responses  6,  31,  32,  and  36.  The  Air  Force  does  not  believe 
that  any  physical  or  psychological  harm  will  result  if  this  proposal  is 
approved.  While  it  is  true  that  the  areas  surrounding  Hill  APB  receive 
proportionately  more  economic  advantage,  it  provides  the  same  national  defense 
benefits  co  the  nation  as  a  whole.  The  Air  Fo  ee  recognizes  that  its  training 
mission  may  affect  individuals;  therefore,  ever v  effort  is  made  to  affect  as 
few  people  as  possible  and  still  meet  its  mission  requir  env.mts . 

59.  Coriect*  Pur  lug  a  plane*?;  maneuver:.!  at  high  G  loads,  airspeed  does  drop 
off  quietly-..  If  the*  plane  remains  under  Mach  1  below  15,000  foot  ACL,  sonic 
booms  will  net  be  created.  This  should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  Mach  1 
will  never  be  exceeded  below  15,000  feet  ACL,  The  aircraft  may  continue  their 
air-to-air  maneuvers  down  to  5,000  feet  ACL  and  the  pilots  should  not  have  to 
worry  about  speed  limits  in  the  entire  regime.  It  should  he  noted  that  it  is 
estimated  that  90  to  95  percent  of  the  supersonic  activity  will  be  done  at 
elevations  above  10,000  feet  1VGL. 

60.  The  Air  force  published  and  mailed  out.  its  Notice  of  Intent  co  Prepare  a 
Uraft  Els  in  August  1980.  A  copy  of  the  Notice  was  seat  to  the  bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  (HIM,  Eastern  Nevada  Agency,  specifically  be  can  so  of  th» 

Goshute  Reservation.  When  no  comments  or  concerns  were  forthcoming,  Hill  A Fa 
contacted  the  Eastern  Nevada  Agency  of  the  BIa  to  verify  that  the  Goshute  Trite 
had  indeeo  received  notification.  The  superintendent  assured  the  base  that  the 
notification  had  been  made  in  a  Goshute  Tribal  Council  meeting  and  that  no 
comments  were  obtained  at  that  time.  It  never  wan  the  Air  Force's  intent  to 
exc'urlv*  the  Goshute  Tribe  from  the  "scoping"  process. 


61.  Comment  noted.  The  methodology  in  4.6.1. 3  of  the  FEIS  ie  the  method  by 
which  we  evaluated  the  impact  of  noise  on  qualities  or  quality  of  life. 

62.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Air  Force  to  lower  the  air  quality  to  meet 
national  standards.  The  emission  of  pollutants  is  an  unavoidable  consequence 
of  flying  aircraft.  It  should  be  noted  that  90  to  95  percent  of  the  supersonic 
activity  will  take  place  above  10,00(1  feet  AGL  and  will  be  above  the  afternoon 
average  mean  mixing  height.  Because  the  mean  mixing  height  is  an  average  and 
the  vast  majority  of  supersonic  activity  occurs  above  it,  the  benefits  realized 
from  a  variable  minimum  altitude  restriction  would  be  insignificant. 

63.  The  Air  Force  feels  it  has  given  adequate  consideration  to  the  effects  of 
continuous  sonic  boom  activity  cn  humans,  animals,  and  structures.  Tne 
assumption  that  the  Goshutes  would  be  exposed  to  eight  to  ten  sonic  booms  per 
hour  is  in  error.  Referencing  Appendix  C  of  the  DEIS,  the  probability  of 
hearing  seven  sonic  booms  in  one  day  is  less  than  0.01.  Under  the  proposed 
action  in  the  FEIS,  only  on  rare  occasions  will  an  individual  on  the  Goshute 
Reservation  ever  hear  a  sonic  boom.  In  regard  to  the  Oklahoma  City  test,  the 
area  involved  received  eight  to  ten  booms  per  day  over  a  six-month  period  and 
did  consider  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  residents.  Since  the  probability  of 
receiving  eight  to  ten  booms  under  the  DEIS  is  less  than  0.01,  the  reliance  on 
results  from  the  Oklahoma  City  test  was  justifiable  and  conservative.  The 
exposure  to  sonic  booms  at  Oklahoma  city  was  at  least  three  times  greater  than 
the  exposure  within  the  Gandy  MO  A. 

64.  Reference  4.6.1. 3  of  the  FEIS.  The  probability  is  dependent  upon 
individual  subjects.  Under  the  FEls  preferred  alternative,  the  probability  is 
0. 

65.  The  analogy  is  not  applicable.  Also,  see  responses  50,  61,  and  63. 

66.  Reference  4.1  of  the  FEIS. 

67.  The  very  fact  that  a  24-hour  average  sound  technique  is  used  makes  the 
scenario  unrealistic.  The  Air  Force  concedes  that  a  single  event  of  this  type 
(  5,000  feet  AGL.  at  Mach  1,3)  may  occur  on  rare  occasions,  but  the  chances  that 
all  aircraft  during  any  24-hour  period  would  meet  those  conditions  io  totally 
beyond  the  realm  of  probability. 

68.  Reference  4.16  ,  Bibliographic  Reference,  in  the  FEIS.  The  results  are 
contained  in  referenced  report  20, 

69.  A  worst  case  analysis  was  conducted  and  compared  to  general  scientific 
consensus  opinions  on  the  subject.  In  this  context,  the  Air  Force  believes 
the  EIS  is  adequate  and  meets  the  intent  of  the  KEPA.  Reference  4,13,1  of  the 
FEIS.  Also,  see  response  32, 

70.  The  airstrip  referenced  is  currently  under  restricted  airspace.  The  Air 
Fojce  is  presently  trying  to  establish  Memorandums  of  Understanding  with 


individuals  who  have  a  legitimate  need  to  use  restricted  airspace.  The  PAA 
proposal  is  p  separate  action  not  associated  with  the  proposal  for  increased 
supersonic  operations, 

71.  Copies  of  the  referenced  report  (#39  Bibliographic  Reference)  are 
available  for  review  from  HO  TF.C/bEEV,  Langley  AFB,  VA.  The  contractor  was 
used  to  ensure  accurate  and  objective  resultc  were  obtained. 

72.  Comment  noted.  Reference  4.3.4  of  the  PEIS, 

73.  The  Air  Force  is  predicting  that  only  about  30  percent  of  the  booms 
generated  will  ever  teach  the  ground.  It  if  also  predicted  that  90  percent  of 
the  time  any  single  ground  location  will  experience  loss  than  four  sonic  booms 
per  day. 

74.  The  Air  Force  estimate  represents  a  worst  case. 

75.  The  consensus  of  the  scientific  community  is  that  no  physical  or 
psychological  harm  will  occur.  Al3o  see  responses  6,  3l,  and  36. 

76.  The  action  vili  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  Goshute  Reservation. 
Also  see  response  51. 

77.  The  Air  Force  believes  the  DEIS  is  accurate  and  meets  the  intent  of  NEPA. 

78.  The  sophisticated  navigation  equipment  on  board  the  F-16,  extensive  FAA 
radar,  coupled  with  the  discipline  and  professionalism  demanded  of  today's 
fighter  pilot,  makes  incidents  of  wandering  far  from  the  prescribed  course 
extremely  rare.  Dr  iicatcd  training,  constant  evaiuati  n  and  continual 
supervisory  attention  ensure  that  only  the  most  qualified  individuals  fly  high 
performance  aircraft. 

79.  As  mentioned,  this  proposal  relates  solely  to  the  increase  of  airspeed 
above  5,000  feet  AGL  in  area  of  the  Gandy  MOA.  The  authorization  to  conduct 
military  operations  in  this  area  has  existed  for  several  years.  The  FAA  was 
established  as  the  authority  to  control  all  airspace  and  designated  the  Gandy 
NGA  for  military  use  in  1976.  That  use  is  not  affected  by  this  proposal.  In 
fact,  FAA  does  not  impose  restrictions  on  airspeeds  within  the  MOA.  The 
authorization  to  use  the  MOA  remains  uncharged  by  this  proposal.  The  proposed 
action  identified  in  the  t'filri  avoids  supersonic  flight  above  all  of  the 
Goshute  Indian  Reservation, 

80.  The  Air  Force  does  not  anticipate  any  damages  will  result  from  the 
proposed  action.  However,  if  damage  occurs,  damage  claims  will  be  evaluated 
based  on  facts  presented.  The  Air  Force  acts  on  every  reported  incident  of 
damage  attributed  to  sonic  booms  and  teaches  a  decision  on  its  validity  only 
after  careful  consideration  of  all  factors.  Also  see  response  273. 

81.  In  resoonse  to  your  comment,  the  problem  is  not.  one  of  abuse  or 
difficulty,  it’s  a  matter  of  understanding.  The  Sells  airspace  is  used 
predominantly  by  units  at  Luke  AFB,  Davis  Hon than  APB,  and  the  Air  National 


Guard.  The  airspace  is  also  used  frequently  by  units  fro*  the  Navy,  Marines 
and  various  other  DoD  organizations.  The  users  of  this  airspace  operate 
essentially  every  aircraft  in  dod's  inventory  in  a  vsrtety  of  missions  ana 
activities.  The  general  public  has  difficulty  in  identifying  types  of 
aircraft,  aircraft,  speed,  altitude  and  mission,  and  it  is  e:  gy  to  see  why  many 
instances  of  proper  flying  activities  are  mistaken  for  pilot  abuse  or  violation 
of  FAA  and  Air  Force  regulations.  This  is  not  to  say  that  violations  do  not 
occur.  However,  when  one  considers  the  hundreds  cf  sort/ as  ficwr  each  month 
in  the  Sells  airspace,  actual  violations  cf  airspace  regulations  are  the 
exception  and  not  the  rule. 

When  the  occasional  violation  docs  occur  that  causes  damage,  claims  can  be 
filed  to  obtain  reiirtiursement  for  the  damages.  Davis  Mo.ithan  APB  has  claims 
jurisdiction  for  the  St  llo  airspace.  After  the  1079  public  hearing  held  cn 
trie  Papago  reservation,  the  Air  Force  realized  that  the  Standard  Form  95 
(claims  form)  was  too  complex  for  a  people  who  understood  little  English  and 
had  no  written  language  of  their  own.  To  more  tiling  of  claims  easier  and  less 
complex,  Davis  Monthan  began  taking  collect  calls  for  claims  and  would 
reincurse  amounts  up  to  $100  for  claims  that  seem  reasonable  without  requiring 
further  action  from  the  clairrvmt.  Further,  Davis  Monthan  personnel  began 
making  monthly  visi.ts  to  the  lieserv-.ti on  to  settle  any  claims.  (This  wao  in 
addition  to  taking  collect  telephone  calls.)  However,  because  claims  were 
filed  so  infrequently,  these  visits  were  later  reduced  to  once  every  six 
months.  Today,  because  so  few  claims  aie  filed  by  the  Papagos,  the  visits 
e^ery  six  months  have  been  discontinued  and  claims  are  handled  by  Davis 
Monthan  personnel  as  they  occur. 

Should  the  Air  Force  choose  to  implement  the  action  addressed  in  this  document, 
they  will  maintain  an  open  dialogue  with  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation. 

82.  No  additional  MOAs  are  being  proposed  under  this  action.  Also,  reference 
4.4  of  the  PS  IS. 

83.  See  responses  u,  3.2,  36,  and  37.  Also  refer  to  4.4  of  the  PEIS. 

84.  The  Air  Force  does  not  view  the  risk  of  a  bird  strike  as  unacceptably 
high..  Reference  section  4.3.3  of  the  FEIS. 

85.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  the  studies  are  adequate.  Sop  response  40. 

1  6.  Consideration  of  all  the  available  literature  indicates  that  bighorn 
cheep  will  not  be  sevecely  stressed.  Reference  4.1  of  FEIS.  Comment  on 
wilderness  study  areas  noted.  Also  see  response  131. 

37.  For  the  reasons  identified  in  response  52,  it  is  not  practical  to 
relocate  existing  ground  targets.  Although  the  proposal  to  realign  restricted 
airspace  is  a  separate  end  djet.ir.ct  issue,  the  Air  Force  does  concur  that  a 
valuable  air  traffic  control  service  can  be  offered  in  restricted  airspace. 

88.  The  Gandy  Range  is  considered  to  tv  the  maximum  distance  away  to  still  be 
practical  for  daily  air~-to~2is  sorties  for  the  F-16.  A  though  areas  to  the 
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south  could  be  used  on  a  sporadic  basis,  it  would  fail  to  meet  current 
training  requirements.  The  Nellis  Range  in  southern  Nevada  was  considered; 
however,  they  too  do  not  have  enough  airspace  to  meet  their  current  and 
projected  mission  requirements. 

09.  Reference  4.2.2  of  the  FEls.  The  general  concensus  of  the  scientific 
community  is  that  there  is  no  deleterious  effect  on  cattle  or  milk  production 
from  exposure  to  sonic  booms.  Additionally,  the  region  in  question  is  south 
oi  the  area  under  consideration  and  will  not  be  impacted  by  the  proposal. 

90.  Reference  4.1  of  the  FEIS  and  also  24  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 

Housing  and  Urban  Development :  Part  51,  Environmental  Criteria  and  Standards. 

91.  Reference  Chapter  IV  of  the  FE;IS, 

92.  First  sentence  is  true.  Second  and  third  sentences  are  correct. 

Exception  is  taken  to  the  claim  that  the  planes  are  a  nuisance  or  a  mortal 
hazard.  The  noise  may  be  an  annoyance,  but  it  causes  no  harm  or  injury. 

Aftet  76,317  hours  of  flying  time,  between  January  1979  and  31  December  1932, 
there  has  bean  no  property  damage  of  loss  of  civilian  life  resulting  from  an 
accident  within  the  region  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range.  Therefore, 
the  Air  Force  believes  that  the  proposed  action  does  not  constitute  a  mortal 
hazard.  Also  see  response  3, 

93.  This  conclusion  is  not  supported.  Reference  4.2.2  of  the  FEIS. 

94.  Tne  Air  Force  has  attempted  to  identify  the  regions  with  the  least 
population  which  still  meet  the  selection  criteria  in  2.2.1  of  the  PEIS. 

95.  Tne  Air  Force  is  only  saying  that  there  will  not  be  a  significant  adverse 
impact  to  man  or  animals,  Also  see  response  32. 

96.  This  is  not  supported  by  studies  which  have  been  accompl ished  for  the  Air 
Force.  Reference  4. A  of  the  FEIS. 

97.  This  contention  is  not  supported.  Reference  4.2.1  and  4.2.2  of  the 
FFIS.  Also  see  response  36. 

98.  Reference  Chapter  IV  and  section  4.4  of  the  FEIS.  Comment  noted.  The 
Air  Force  feels  it  has  explored  all  reasonable  alternatives. 

99.  In  restricted  airspace,  emergency  aircraft  (ambulance  service,-  fire 
suppression,  etc.)  always  have  top  priority  and  are  irameuiately  routed  through 
the  airspace.  This  is  accompl  isoed  by  the  ?99t.h  Range  Control  Squadron. 
rtOAs,  on  the  other  band,  are  joint  use,  see-and-be-seen  aiE spaces.  The  Air 
Force  has  no  ooritro1  over  non-military  usage  of  the  MOJ,  but  could  assist 
emergency  situations  by  keeping  military  aircraft  cleat  if  necessary. 

100.  MO  As  will  continue  to  be  joint  use  airspace  and  the  Air  Force  (at  Hill 
AF9)  is  presently  trying  to  estaolish  Mem or and urns  of  Understanding  with 
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individuals  who  have  a  legitimate  need  to  use  restricted  airspace.  It  is  the 
Ait  Force's  policy  to  accoamiodate  those  needs. 

101.  The  Gandy  airspace  is  currently  a  MOA  down  to  100  feel:  AGL.  The 
adjacent  restricted  airspaces  R64Q5,  h640b  and  R6407  (also  involved  in  this 
proposal)  extend  down  to  the  ground  surface. 

107.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  these  areas  have  been  adequately  explored. 

A1 30  see  responses  32.  and  37, 

103.  The  proposed  action  will  have  no  impact  on  the  Pilot  Peak  area.  Studies 
addressing  the  impact  of  sonic  booms  on  fish  ate  referenced  in  Appendix  E  and 
4.2.  of  the  Fills,  and  4,2.2  specifically  addresses  the  rare  cutthroat  trout 
found  in  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains. 

104.  The  planned  bighorn  sheep  transplant  into  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  it* 
addressed  in  4.3.4  of  the  FFIS.  As  stated  in  Appendix  B  of  the  PEIS,  observed 
responses  of  bighorn  sheep  to  sonic  booms  have  been  minimal.  Impacts  on 
reproduction  behavior  of  wildlife  in  genera]  have  aloe  been  studied  with  the 
results  showing  minimal  response  for  sonic  booms  of  the  magnitude  involved  in 
this  proposal.  Biological  reproduction  is  usually  considered  the  most 
delicate  and  sensitive  of  behavior  patterns.  In  the  absence  of  reliable 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  we  expect  that  a  transplanted  population  would  not 
exhibit  a  more  sensitive  behavior.  Also,  the  proposed  action  being  considered 
by  the  Air  Force  does  eliminate  a  good  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains 
from  the  area  of  impact. 

105.  Comment  noted.  The  Air  Force  is  willing  to  dlf :us&  the  benefits  of  a 
joint  monitoring  study  as  a  mitigation  measure. 

106.  We  do  not  anticipate  that  the  communi ties  of  Wendover  or  West  Wendover 
will  be  impacted  oy  sonic  booms  generated  by  normal  operations.  Although  it 
is  theoretically  possible  that,  an  overpressure  may  travel  that  far,  it  is 
hignly  improbable.  In  regard  to  raptors,  simulated  sonic  booms  were  generated 
all  across  the  State  of  Arizona.  Low-level  flights  were  arranged  only  acrcss 
the  southern  third  of  the  state.  No  nestling  death  or  eyrie  abandonment  could 
be  attributed  to  the  stimuli.  Domestic  animals  and  wildlife  studies  have  been 
performed  in  many  areas  around  the  world.  The  general  concensus  of  the 
scientific  community  is  that  behavioraL  responses  to  sonic  booms  are  minimal, 
sonic  booms  do  not  affect  reproduction,  nor  pose  a  threat  to  fish  or  fish  eggs 
See  the  Bibliographic  Reference  section  of  the  PEIS  numbers  40,  13,  and  19. 

107.  Table  1  i<  Ap^iefidix  B  of  the  FEis  shows  calculated  overpressures  lor 
ground  levels  at  Doth  5,000  feet  ms L  and  6,000  feet  M5L.  The  differences  are 
small.  For  instance,  an  aireref  flying  at  20,000  feet  M3L  at  Mach  1.1  would 
generate  sonic  boom  overpreasur  s  of  2,40  psf  end  2,53  psf  at  ground  elevation 
of  5,000  feet  MSL  and  6,000  feet  MSL,  respectively , 

108.  Correct;  however,  the  vavt  majority  ot  the  aircraft  utilizing  supersonic 
capani 1 it ies  will  be  the  F-16.  See  response  44. 
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109.  Correct,  Out  the  Air  Porce  analysis  is  the  worst  case. 

110.  An  observer  on  the  ground  beneath  an  F-16  flying  subsonic  at  an  elevation 
of  1,000  feet  AGL  in  afterburner  would  experience  a  noise  level  of  about  112  dB 
(A-weighted  overall  sound  level).  The  same  aircraft  at  500  feet  ASL  would 
produce  a  121  dB  level,  while  at  2,000  feet  AGL  a  noiBe  level  of  about  104  dB 
could  be  expected. 

111.  Correct.  See  response  47. 

I 

112.  Correct.  Correction  has  been  made. 

113.  The  Air  Force  feels  its  discussion  is  adequate,  especially  since  it  is 
believed  the  species  will  not  be  impacted. 

114.  This  is  discussed  in  4.3. 2.1  of  the  FEIS. 

11?.  The  concensus  of  the  scientific  community  is  that  while  some  interference 
may  occur,  it  is  unlikely  and  unproven  that  it  will  be  significant.  Also  see 
response  37. 

116.  Bird  sttikea  with  the  peregrine  falcons  would  be  sn  extremely  unlikely 
event.  Obviously,  this  would  result  in  the  death  of  the  falcon.  The  Air 
Porce  has  been  studying  the  inpact  ot  bird  strikes  on  aircraft  for  several 
year-,. 


i  117.  This  would  preclude  the  low  level  training  requirement  from  being  met. 

However,  air-to-air  (including  supersonic)  maneuvers  will  be  accomplished 
above  5, QUO  feet  AGL. 

113.  The  inner  ellipses,  which  show  approximate  maneuvering  areas,  are 
located  over  relatively  flat,  valley  areas.  However,  the  outer  ellipses,  which 
depict  the  extent  of  overpressure  propagation,  may  extend  into  the  mountainous 
areas. 

119.  Comment  noted.  The3e  WSAs  are  included  in  the  FEIS. 

1?0.  The  Air  Force  has  consulted  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
and  the  HIM.  No  sites  ace  proposed  or  listed  on  the  National  Register. 

Neither  agency  expressed  concern  over  any  archaeclogi cal  s.tes. 

4  121.  Thank  you. 

•i 

122.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  these  impacts  have  been  adequately  addressed. 
Also  see  responses  6,  32,  36,  and  37. 

123.  See  responses  5  and  176.  A  list  of  those  notified  was  included  in  the 
DEIS. 

124.  Since  the  DEIS  represents  a  worst-case  scenario,  you  could  expect  less. 
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125.  Table  1  in  Appendix  8  of  the  FEIS  provides  overpressures  that  would  be 
experienced  at  ground  level  from  aircraft  flying  at  minimum  elevations  and 
maximum  anticipated  speeds  (Mach  1,3). 

126.  Table  2  in  Appendix  B  of  the  FEIS  provides  empirical  values  for  the 
lateral  extent  of  sonic  booms  generated  at  several  elevations. 

127.  See  response  The  miLitary  services,  however,  do  routinely  share 

airspace  to  maximize  the  use  of  existing  facilities  and  thus  reduce  as  much  as 
possible  the  need  for  new  facilities.  The  FAX.  has  responsibility  for  managing 
ami  allocating  airspace.  They  can  and  do  deny  military  requests  for 
airspace.  The  Air  Force  recognizes  the  concern  but  feels  that  it  is  a 
separate  issue  not  associated  with  this  proposal. 

128.  Conment  noted.  The  Air  Force  believes  the  EIS  adequately  evaluates 
these  concerns. 

129.  The  Air  Force  has  provided  the  most  accurate  predictions  possible, 
including  a  worst  case.  Complaints  can  be  registered  with  the  Public  Affairs 
Office,  Hill  AFB,  UT  84056.  Also  see  response  3. 

130.  There  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  the  action  will 
significantly  impact  the  learninq  process.  The  Air  Force  does  not  view  this 
action  as  an  infringement  on  the  right  to  a  public  education.  Note  that  the 
new  reduced  scope  proposal  takes  this  region  out  of  the  impacted  area.  The 
Ait  Force  remains  very  concerned  about  any  impacts  on  the  nation’s  populace, 
especially  children.  We  exist  to  protect  their  rights,  one  being  a  public 
education.  Also  see  response  174, 

131.  This  area  is  not  a  wilderness  area  and  the  action  will  cause  no 
irreversible  damage  to  unique  < neas. 

132.  The  F-16  is  equipped  with  highly  sophisticated  airborne  navigation 
equipment  designed  to  let  the  pilot  know  his  fosition  at  all  times.  It  also 
has  an  advanced  on-board  radar  system  that  allows  long  range  detection  and 
avoidance  of  other  airborne  traffic.  In  addition,  supersonic  flight  operations 
are  conducted  with  two  or  more  aircraft,  each  monitoring  altitude  and  position 
of  the  formation  during  training  activity  and  picking  up  other  aircraft 
visually.  We  feel  the  potential  for  disaster  is  low. 

133.  The  results  of  studies  referenced  in  the  EIS  negate  this  claim.  Low- 
i  eve  1  flights  are  not  a  part  of  this  proposal.  Section  3. 1,4. 2  of  the  FEIS 
deals  with  threatened  and  endangered  species  only. 

134.  See  responses  39  and  127.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  there  has  been  an 
adequate  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  recent  proposals. 

135.  There  will  be  no  significant  change  to  existing  conditions,  therefore, 
no  discussion  is  required.  Further  information  on  noise  impacts  from  Hill  APB 
can  be  obtained  from  the  1982  Hill  AFB  AICUZ  report  on  file  at  2849  CES/DEEXX, 
Hill  AFR,  UT  84056. 
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136.  Flight  patterns  have  been  chosen  with  this  goal  in  mind. 

137.  Military  aircraft  mast  be  able  to  successfully  compete  in  all  anticipated 
environments  in  order  to  ensure  a  strong  national  defense.  Because  noise 
controls  adversely  effect  the  efficiency  of  an  aircraft,  military  aircraft  are 
exempt  from  the  noise  controls  utilized  on  commercial  aircraft.  This  ensures 
that  military  aircraft  are  able  to  perform  in  the  most  efficient  manner 

poss ible. 

138.  This  proposal  to  increase  the  airspeed  of  aircraft  already  operating  in 
the  Gandy  MOA  will  have  no  impact  on  private  or  commercial  use  of  the 
airspace.  Current  procedures  for  access  to  the  MOA  by  private  and  commercial 
aircraft  will  not  change.  Travel  time  to  and  from  adjacent  communities  is  not 
affected  by  this  proposal.  The  use  of  restricted  airspace  by  nonmilitary 
users  adjacent  to  the  Gandy  MOA  remains  unchanged. 

139.  Section  5.8  of  the  FEls  addresses  the  possibility  of  making  minor 
elevation  changes  to  the  proposed  floor  of  5,000  feot  AGL. 

140.  When  below  5,000  feet  AGL,  the  planes  will  be  subsonic.  Pilots 
currently  fly  low-level  sorties  in  this  area.  See  response  3. 

141.  This  contention  is  not  supported  by  the  analysis  performed  in  the  EIS 
nor  Dy  any  consensus  of  expert  opinion.  The  Air  Force  has  concluded  that  the 
majority  of  the  evidence  indicates  that  there  will  be  no  adverse  impact  on 
personal  health,  property,  or  wildlife.  Also  see  responses  6,  32,  36,  and  37. 

142.  The  Air  Force  wishes  to  clarify  this  issue.  The  Gandy  proposal  will  not 
restrict  additional  airspace;  however,  a  separate  proposal  changed  the 
restricted  airspace  boundaries  in  this  area.  Portions  of  the  Gandy  MOA  will 
continue  to  be  for  multiple  use.  If  this  supersonic  proposal  iB  approved,  the 
Air  Force  will  be  permitted  to  fly  at  supersonic  speeds  above  5,000  feet  AGL. 
Restricted  airspace  proposals  are  evaluated  by  their  own  merits  considering 
environmental  and  public  review. 

143.  See  response  98.  Public  hearings  were  also  held  with  the  Goshute 
Indians.  The  Goshutea  had  no  input  regarding  impact  on  their  use  of  sacred 
sites.  Therefore,  we  have  no  reason  to  suspect  that  such  an  impact  exists. 

144.  The  contributions  of  NOx  and  sox  are  insignificant.  See  Table  1.0  of 

FE  IS  .  The  US  EPA  is  currently  conducting  studies  to  determine  if  and  how  much 
NOx  and  sox  contribute  to  "acid  rain".  Currently,  the  chemical  reactions 
which  occur  ace  not  completely  understood.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  if  these 
pollutants  do  contribute  to  acid  rain,  the  ai  ounts  produced  by  this  proposal 
are  too  small  to  even  be  measured  as  a  contribution.  Also  see  response  62. 

146.  This  area  currently  receives  noise  from  low  level  flights  which  accounts 
for  much  higher  background  than  discussed  in  the  referenced  CHABA  report.  The 
decibels  normally  predicted  by  this  proposal  do  not  represent  a  significant 
increase  over  existing  background  levels. 
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146.  The  E is  process  Is  designed  to  provide  information  to  the  public  and 
decision  makers.  See  response  5.  All  requests  for  information  have  been 
responded  to.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  the  EIS  is  a  full  disclosure  document. 

147.  Reference  4.2.2  of  the  FEIS  and  response  37.  There  is  no  evidence  to 
support  the  commentor's  concern  about  the  proposed  action  having  serious 
adverse  affects  on  deer,  antelope  and  raptors.  The  sooty  tern  incident 
referenced  involved  an  exposure  to  an  extremely  intense  sonic  boom 
overpressure,  more  than  an  order  of  magnitude  greater  than  anything  expected 
from  this  proposal.  The  general  consensus  of  the  scientific  community  is  that 
there  is  no  deleterious  effect  on  wildlife  associated  with  exposure  to  Sonic 
booms  of  the  intensity  expected  from  this  proposal.  Also  see  responses  6,  32, 
36,  and  84. 

148.  The  Air  Force  feels  the  potential  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  in  the  UTTR 
airspace  is  small,  Howevec,  in  an  attempt  to  make  that  potential  even 
smaller,  the  Air  Force  has  been  involved  in  programs  to  monitor  seasonal  and 
daily  flyways  of  the  birds  in  the  area. 

149.  It  is  the  Air  Force  position  that  the  proposed  action  would  definitely 
enhance  the  quality  of  training  available  to  military  pilots;  training  that 
could  someday  improve  their  chances  of  surviving  a  wartime  situation.  It  is 
also  the  Air  Force's  position  that  this  benefit  can  be  obtained  without 
significant  adverse  impacts  to  the  agricultural  interests  of  the  area. 

150.  This  comment  does  not  apply  to  the  Gandy  PEIS  proposal;  however,  it  has 
been  forwarded  through  the  proper  Air  Force  channels  for  investigation. 

161.  The  total  nunfeer  of  booms  per  day  referred  to  in  the  FF.IS  is  considering 
the  entire  area  which  is  proposed  for  supersonic  flight.  At  any  one  ground 
location  it  is  much  less.  Under  the  normal  operating  conditions  for  the 
proposed  action,  any  single  location  would  experience  three  or  less  sonic 
booms  per  day  at  least  90  percent  of  the  time. 

152.  Comment  noted.  The  Air  Force  recognizes  that  the  proposed  action  may 
cause  annoyance;  however,  there  will  be  no  irreversible  damage. 

153.  The  Air  Force  is  dedicated  to  preserving  and  protecting  the 
environment.  Other  alternatives,  including  the  one  you  recommend,  were 
considered  but  did  not  meet  the  selection  criteria  outlined  in  2.2,1  of  the 
FEIS. 

154.  The  worst  case  situation  may  occur  occasionally.  The  number  of 
supersonic  sorties  is  discussed  in  2.1.1  of  the  FEIS.  We  wish  to  stress  that 
the  worst  case  is  expected  to  occur  only  on  a  sporadic  basis.  It  should  in  no 
way  be  considered  as  the  norm. 

155.  Section  2.2  of  the  FEIS  provides  the  thought  process  involved  to  look  at 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 
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156.  See  response  1  IS.  Also,  the  reduced  scope  proposal  addressed  in  the 
FEIS  would  eliminate  a  major  portion  of  the  Deep  Creek  Mountains  from  the  area 
of  concern.  However,  set  ups  for  air-to-air  sorties  will  still  take  place  in 
this  airspace. 

157.  The  Ait  Force  has  relied  on  the  most  current  studies  available.  The 
DEIS  does  not  discuss  any  marked  increase  in  low-level  subsonic  activity  and 
none  is  expected  to  occur.  The  potential  for  an  increase  in  air-to-air 
sorties  does  exist,  but  because  of  the  altitudes  at  which  this  would  occur, 
the  impacts  of  subsonic  flight  are  negligible. 

158.  Because  the  DEIS  was  written  over  a  five-year  period,  the  status  of  the 
HUS  Arena  has  changed  significantly  since  the  DEIS  was  first  drafted.  The  HUS 
Arena  is  now  a  concrete  proposition  which  will  be  operational  in  the  very  near 
future,  see  response  41, 

15S.  The  FEIS  addresses  a  reduced  scope  proposal  as  a  primary  alternative 
which  does  not  include  any  of  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation.  The  Air  Force 
has  been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  concerned  about  all  American  citizens, 
regardless  of  race,  color,  or  creed.  The  Goshute  Indians  were  included  in  the 
public  participation  process,  specifically  to  discover  in  which  ways  their 
culture  would  be  impacted. 

160.  The  comment  is  noted;  however,  the  need  for  additional  airspace  is  well 
documented  in  the  DEIS. 

161.  These  increases  occur  sporadically  and  ate  addressed  as  a  worst  case 
within  the  EIS.  Also,  see  response  157. 

162.  This  comparison  is  used  because  it  represents  the  best  possible  informa¬ 
tion  available.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  the  F-16  maneuvering  configurations 
are  roughly  equivalent  to  the  F-15  and,  therefore,  provides  an  adequate  base 
for  the  prediction  of  impacts  from  the  F-16.  Also,  see  response  45. 

163.  The  majority  of  air-to-air  sorties  will  occur  above  10,000  feet  AGL,  and 
it  is  estimated  that  90  to  95%  of  the  supersonic  activity  will  occur  above 
this  altitude.  Therefore,  only  rarely  will  the  pilots  need  to  be  concerned 
with  the  5,000  foot  AGL  restriction.  The  elvation  of  5,000  feet  AGL  is  now 
the  floor  for  all  air-to-air  sorties.  For  safety  purposes,  the  pilots  must 
break  off  thoir  corrbat  maneuvers  should  they  ever  drop  to  tnis  altitude.  It 
is  true  that  this  causes  the  pilot  to  monitor  his  elevation;  however, 
monitoring  altitude  would  be  a  requirement  during  actual  wartime  maneuvers, 
whereas  monitoring  speed  just  to  insure  that  subsonic  speed  is  not  exceeded 
would  not, 

164.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  this  activity  is  adequately  assessed.  Also, 
see  response  44. 

165.  The  worst  case  condition  does  include  room  for  the  additional  flights 
from  the  419  TFW  as  stated  in  2.1.1  of  the  FEIS. 
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166.  Whenever  possible,  aic-to-air  and  air-to-ground  missions  are  assigned  to 
the  same  airspace.  In  fact,  this  happens  quite  often.  Conflict  with 
air-to-ground  missions  is  probably  the  least  significant  of  the  reasons  sited 
for  bumping  air-to-air  sorties  ouL  of  airspace  already  approved  for  supersonic 
fli ght. 

167.  See  Figure  1  of  the  FEIS.  Currently  this  area  is  also  used  by  the  U.S. 
Army  and  would  not  be  compatible  with  supersonic  air-to-air  sorties. 

168.  The  impacts  are  addressed  objectively  and  specifically.  Subjective 
judgements  are  not  imposed  on  the  reader,  but  are  offered  in  this  case,  as  a 
consensus  of  the  preparers. 

169.  we  believe  the  comments  referred  to  low-level  subsonic  flight,  for  which 
there  is  no  anticipated  increase  predicted. 

170.  The  Air  Force  does  not  anticipate  additional  impacts  from  an  increase  in 
subsonic  flight.  There  is  no  anticipated  increase  in  low-level  subsonic 
flight  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

171.  Research  on  propagation  of  booms  has  been  conducted,  but  the  report  did 
not  cover  focus  booms.  The  referenced  research  was  not  available  for  this 
statement,  but  NEPA  requires  that  if  the  research  results  significantly  affect 
this  statement,  we  will  have  to  amend  the  statement. 

172.  In  the  sentence  cited,  the  Air  Force  is  not  saying  that  adaptation  will 
occur  but  only  pointing  out  the  obvious  that  startle  responses  will  follow 
appropriate  stimuli.  Also  3ee  response  31. 

173.  in  order  to  accommodate  this  and  other  concerns,  the  Air  Force  has 
generated  a  new  proposed  action,  significantly  reducing  the  sire  of  the 
airspace  originally  proposed. 

174.  The  Air  Force  acknowledges  that  the  occurrence  of  sonic  booms  will  be  an 
additional  disruption  to  the  classroom  environment.  The  reduced  scope  proposed 
action  should  all  but  eliminate  this  impact.  We  wish  to  point  out,  however, 
that  the  disruption  is  short  term.  These  disruptions  are  analogous  to  daily 
occurrences  within  a  classroom.  For  example,  a  lawn  mower  goes  by  a  window,  a 
lunch  pail  is  dropped,  a  bell  rings,  or  a  joke  is  made.  We  do  not  consider 

the  sonic  boom  activity  as  a  continuous  significant  disruption.  Also  see 
response  130. 

175.  The  Air  Force  does  not  believe  that  additional  military  aircraft  is  a 
correlate  of  additional  hazard.  Instead,  technological  advances  in  on-board 
radar  and  better  training  have  substantially  reduced  any  remotely  associated 
risks.  Also,  within  the  airspace  involved  in  the  reduced  scope  proposal, 
aircraft  will  be  tracked  by  radar  down  to  the  air-to-air  combat  arena  floor  of 
5,000  feet  AGL.  Also  see  response  13  2. 
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176.  Response  5  outlines  the  steps  that  were  taken  during  the  EIS  process  for 
this  action.  Written  notifications  were  provided  to  the  State  Clearinghouses 
at  each  significant  step  (i.e.,  Notice  of  Intent,  Release  of  DBIS,  and  Notice 
of  Public  Hearings)  along  the  way.  Plus,  similar  actions  were  taken  before 
the  environmental  analysis  was  upgraded  to  a  DEIS.  The  Mr  Force  relied  in 
part  on  the  State  Clearinghouses  and  reviewers  to  disseminate  information  on 
the  proposal. 

177.  The  joint  use  policy  will  not  prevent  regular  and  predictable  access  by 
the  DWR. 

178.  The  DEIS  does  this.  Reference  4.3.2  of  the  FEIS. 

179.  There  can  be  no  concrete  assurances  made.  Mission  requirements  can  and 
do  change,  although  no  changes  are  proposed  at  the  present.  Eimicing  weekend 
flights  will  be  a  policy;  however,  it  does  not  preclude  meeting  mission 
requirements.  We  disagree  with  the  comment  which  states  that  a  mitigation 
measure  must  be  in  the  proposed  action.  Mitigation  measures  may  be  properly 
proposed  and  integrated  into  a  Record  of  Decision. 

180.  The  studies  utilized  were  the  most  pertinent  and  timely  studies 
available.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  including  the  most  pertinent  and  timely 
studies  in  an  EIS  is  appropriate. 

181.  This  reference  is  available  for  review  upon  request.  The  Air  Force  does 
not  believe  that  individual  citation  is  required  in  accordance  with  40  CFR 
1502.21,  The  DEIS  incorporates  reference  data  from  the  survey  as  a  whole,  and 
did  not  incorporate  specific  individual  investigations  noted  in  the  survey. 

182.  Reference  180. 

183.  The  intent  of  citing  the  adobe  house  study  in  Arizona  was  to  illustrate 
that  it  reacted  in  a  similar  nature  to  conventional  construction,  which  there 
is  an  adequate  data  base  for  evaluation. 

184.  Comment  is  incorrect.  The  text  states  that  the  Deep  Creek  Range  is 
7,800  feet  above  the  desert  floor,  not  7,800  feet  MSL. 

185.  Pages  ii  through  vi  are  summary  pages  and  2.2  has  been  revised  to  fully 
address  the  alternatives. 

186.  While  the  Gandy  Extension  was  outside  the  optimum  100  NM  training 
radius,  it  is  still  within  the  training  range  of  the  F-16,  the  FEIS  has  been 
modified  to  include  a  200  nautical  mile  radius.  In  order  to  use  the  southern 
Mevaaa  ranges,  aerial  refueling  would  be  required  for  each  and  every  sortie. 
The  388  TFW's  combat  role  is  to  deploy  to  operating  bases  close  to  the  front 
lines  during  war  so  aerial  refueling  is  not  as  important  a  part  of  their 
pilots’  training  as  is  combat  training.  Aerial  tefueling  training  is 
accomplished  routinely,  but  to  utilize  it  on  every  sortie  would  be  extremely 
expensive. 

187.  See  response  1  and  the  reduced  scope  proposal  presented  in  the  FEIS. 
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188.  There  are  no  anticipated  long  term  effects  from  sonic  booms  on 
individuals.  The  Air  Force  has  reviewed  all  the  known  pertinent  research  on 
the  area  of  health  effects.  The  impact  on  residents  and  visitors  does 
recognize  that  there  may  be  an  annoyance  factor.  Also  see  responses  6,  32, 
and  36. 

189.  There  are  no  studies  specific  to  bighorn  sheep  response  to  sonic  booms 
which  the  Air  Force  is  aware.  Observations  regarding  the  responses  of  bighorn 
sheep  to  sonic  booms  is  available  in  Appendix  B  of  the  FEIS.  Also  see 
response  104. 

190.  Proposed  and  potential  increases  were  not  excluded  from  the  DEIS,  All 
known  increases  were  evaluated.  If  any  future  mission  requirements  require  a 
change  beyond  the  scope  of  the  FEls,  they  will  be  environmentally  assessed. 
There  are  no  guarantees  that  there  will  not  be  any  additional  future  growth. 
Mission  requirements  can,  and  often  do,  change. 

191.  The  Air  Force  does  not  anticipate  the  reactions  of  reintroduced  animals 
to  be  different  from  resident  populations.  Military  operations  will  not 
preclude  State  and  Federal  wildlife  agencies  from  the  establishment  of 
once-native  species.  Also  see  responses  37,  85,  104,  and  148, 

192.  The  Air  Force  has  requested  and  received  formal  section  7  review  and 
comments  from  the  Department  of  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  State 
of  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources. 

193.  The  table  in  section  4.1  can  be  used  to  estimate  the  overpressures  at 
ground  elevations  higher  than  6,000  feet  AGL.  For  a  rough  approximation, 
simply  compare  the  elevation  differences  (i.e.,  overpressures  at  ground  level 
of  5,000  feet  MSL  and  an  aircraft  at  20,000  feet  MS L  would  compare  to 
overpressures  at  ground  level  of  10,000  feet  MSL  and  aircraft  at  25,000  feet 
MSL).  Also,  as  indicated  in  response  118,  air-to-air  combat  maneuvers  will 
not  normally  be  performed  directly  over  mountain  areas. 

194.  Comment  noted.  The  peregrine  falcon  siting  occurred  after  the  public 
release  of  the  DEIS,  The  3iting  is  now  referenced  in  the  FEIS  in  section 
4.  2.  2. 

195.  The  Air  Force  does  not  anticipate  sonic  boom  activity  to  influence 
raptor  migration  patterns.  Future  activity  is  not  expected  to  be 
significantly  different  from  stresses  placed  on  the  region  currently. 

196.  Sonic  booms  in  this  area  are  not  expected  to  be  frequent  and  the  Air 
Force  does  not  anticipate  any  adverse  impacts  on  wintering  eagles. 

197.  Reference  4.2.2  of  the  FEIS. 

198.  See  response  193  and  4.2.2  of  the  FEIS.  The  altitude  changes  referred 
to  will  not  make  a  significant  change  in  the  oncicipated  impact. 
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199.  The  Air  Force  is  not  familiar  with  the  techniques  referenced  by  the 
commentor .  More  specific  information  is  required  before  a  response  can  be 
generated. 

200.  The  Air  Force  does  not  anticipate  the  level  of  sonic  boom  activity 
proposed  will  cause  nest  abandonment  by  ferruginous  hawk3.  Raptors  seem  to  be 
incredibly  tolerant  of  stimulus  loads. 

201.  The  probability  of  a  collision  with  a  raptor  above  5,000  AGL  is 
negl  igible. 

202.  No  guarantee  can  be  made.  Mission  requirements  often  change  and 
National  Defense  is  the  Air  Force's  first  priority.  Also  see  response  40. 

203.  Supersonic  flights  will  not  cause  any  irreversible  damage  to  proposed 
WS As .  Reference  4. 3.2.1  of  the  FEIS. 

204.  Reference  4.4  of  the  FEIS.  Also,  see  responses  80  and  273. 

205.  Reference  4.2.1  of  the  FEIS. 

206.  See  responses  9  and  99.  Also,  the  Air  Force  is  presently  trying  to 
establish  Memorandums  of  Understanding  with  individuals  who  have  a  legitimate 
need  to  use  restricted  airspace. 

207.  The  Air  Force  believes  there  is  no  correlation  between  the  number  of 
militacy  aircraft  and  a  risk  potential.  Also  see  response  132, 

208.  No  major  airways  would  be  impacted  by  the  proposal. 

209.  The  consensus  of  the  scientific  community  is  that  there  should  be  no 
adverse  physiological  or  psychological  impact.  See  responses  32,  36,  and  174. 

210.  The  benefit  of  a  strong  national  defense  is  spread  equally  among  all 
citizens  of  our  nation. 

231.  The  Air  Force  wishes  to  ensure  that  only  the  minimum  amount  of 
individuals  are  impacted  while  still  meeting  their  training  requirements. 

212.  As  mentioned,  this  proposal  relates  solely  to  the  increase  of  airspeed 
above  5,000  feet  AGL  in  the  area  of  the  Gandy  MOA.  The  authorization  to 
conduct  military  operations  in  this  area  has  existed  for  several  years.  The 
FAA  was  established  as  the  authority  to  control  all  airspace  and  designated 
the  Gandy  MOA  for  military  use  in  1976.  That  use  is  not  affected  by  this 
proposal.  In  fact,  FAA  does  not  impose  restrictions  on  airspeeds  within  the 
MOA.  The  authorization  to  use  the  MOA  remains  unchanged  by  this  proposal. 
Incidentally,  the  preferred  alternative  identified  in  the  PEIb  avoids 
supersonic  flight  above  all  of  the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation. 

213.  This  has  been  considered. 
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214.  Those  tests  were  planned  for  the  referenced  region  and  there  are  no 
plans  to  use  the  Gandy  MOA  for  similar  purposes.  Also,  see  response  52. 

215.  It  means  no  supersonic  flight  is  permitted  below  5,000  feet  AGL.  There 
have  been  no  deviations  because  the  area  has  not  been  designated  as  supersonic 
with  a  5,000  foot  AGL  restriction. 

216.  The  Air  Force  cannot  respond  to  complaints  it  does  not  receive.  There 
is  no  record  of  complaints  received  in  the  Goshute  language  nor  from  their 
legal  representatives. 

217.  All  individuals  living  in  or  visiting  the  impacted  region  have  been 
considered. 

216.  The  419  TFW  has  converted  to  F-16s.  The  additional  24  F-16  aircraft 
nave  been  included  into  the  assessments  made  in  the  FEIS. 

219.  We  acknowledge  that  the  EPA  uses  55  dBA  and  HUD  also  has  a  goal  of  55 
dBA.  Because  a  sonic  boom  is  a  phenomena  which  occurs  over  a  fraction  of  a 
second,  the  Air  Force  agrees  with  the  EPA  and  HUD  in  regard  to  using  a  24-tiour 
average  as  the  standard.  Averaging  over  an  eight-hour  period  would  increase 
the  dBA,  but  it  would  be  meaningless  when  compared  to  accepted  standards 
arrived  at  over  a  24  hour  period. 

220.  The  term  'highly  annoyed’  represents  the  quantified  subjective  response 
of  a  sample  popular  cn  exposed  to  various  weighted  day-night  averaged  sound 
levels  in  decibels. 

221.  The  concern  for  health  and  safety  is  noted.  However,  the  literature 
reviewed  does  support  the  conclusion  that  there  ate  no  adverse  health  and 
safety  impacts  associated  with  the  levels  of  exposure  expected  from  the 
proposed  action, 

222.  Studies  performed  indicate  that  the  potential  for  structural  damage 
(other  than  windows)  is  extremely  low;  see  4.2,3  of  the  PEIS.  Section  4.12.3 
provides  an  explanation  of  the  Air  Force  claims  process. 

223.  Pollutants  will  be  spread  over  3,030  square  miles.  Of  those  pollutants 
only  10.6  tons  of  particulates  will  be  dispersed.  The  net  effect  on 
visibility  will  be  unnoticeable.  The  amounts  of  pollutants  will  not 
significantly  degrade  the  ait  quality  in  the  impacted  region. 

224.  Section  4.2.9  of  the  FEIS  provides  updated  information  on  the  accident 
history  for  F-16s  stationed  at  Hill  AFB . 

225.  Three  rounds  of  social  surveys  were  used  to  obtain  dose-response  data. 
This  data,  indicating  12  percent  of  the  people  would  be  highly  annoyed,  can  be 
applied  with  confidence.  Also  sec-  response  220. 
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226.  Additional  information,  date,  time  type  of  aircraft,  etc.  needs  to  be 
provided  to  ascertain  the  validity  of  a  complaint  and  initiate  appropriate 
disciplinary  action.  See  response  3. 


227. 

Reference 

4.4  of  the  FEIS. 

228. 

The  commentor's  opinion  is  noted.  See  responses  6, 

7, 

32, 

36,  and  8  4. 

229. 

This  is  a 

startle  response  to  a 

stimuli. 

Reference 

section 

4.4  ot  the 

FEIS  . 

A1 so  3ee 

responses  32,  36,  and 

37. 

230. 

The  DEIS 

referenced  provides  an 

adequate 

evaluation 

of 

the 

environmental 

impacts  of  the  proposal.  The  Air  Force  believes  it  meets  the  intent  of  the 
NEPA. 

231.  The  Air  Force  does  not  agree  with  the  commentor's  interpretation. 

Mr  Galloway  was  simply  describing  the  methodology  he  used  to  forecast  human 
response  to  sonic  booms. 

232.  These  areas  were  considered  Decause  of  their  proximity  to  the 
alternative's  impacted  area. 

233.  Comment  noted;  however,  there  are  no  impacts  associated  with  vegetation. 

234.  The  city  of  Ibapah  is  not  confused  with  Gosnute.  Reference  Figure  4.1 
of  the  FEIS . 

735,  The  Ait  Force  shares  this  concern  and  feels  that  individuals  working  on 
equipment  in  an  area  where  sonic  booms  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  occur, 
should  exercise  additional  caution.  In  part-  because  individuals  are  aware  of 
the  potential  to  be  startled,  additional  risks  should  be  reduced.  When 
involved  in  work  where  a  high  potential  for  injury  exists,  earplugs  can  be 
worn.  Normally  thi3  type  of  work  occurs  only  for  brief  periods  and 
probability  for  a  sonic  boom  occurring  concurrently  with  this  type  of  activity 
is  considered  negligible.  The  Air  Force  has  not  been  advised  of  any  accidents 
of  thi3  nature  which  have  occurred  as  a  re-sult  of  supersonic  activity. 

236.  Studies  on  the  impact  of  sonic  booms  (noise!  have  been  conducted,  see 
response  32.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  the  base  of  knowledge  provided  by  these 
studies  is  adequate  to  conclude  that  there  should  be  no  adverse  health  effects 
associated  with  this  proposal. 

237.  The  comment  is  incorrect.  The  proposal  does  not  restrict  additional 
airspace.  Also  see  response  138. 

238.  The  floor  referenced  is  5,000  feet  AGL. 

239.  Military  aircraft  below  5,000  feet  AGL  are  flying  subsonic.  See 
response  3. 

240.  Consolidation  of  airspace  for  supersonic  activities  i3  not  considered 
practical  at  this  time.  In  general,  because  of  the  number  of  individual 
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training  sortiec  which  must  be  flown,  and  the  heavy  scheduling  of  all  training 
airspace,  approximately  the  same  amount  of  airspace  would  be  required  for  a 
consolidated  area.  The  Air  Force  has  found  that  locating  even  several  small 
areas  is  a  difficult  task  within  u.S.  airspace.  Consolidation,  even  if 
possible,  would  also  require  abandoning  substantial  investments  in  existing 
facilities  around  the  U.S.  and  would  likely  require  the  construction  of 
additional  air  bases. 

241,  The  estimates  represent  a  worst  case  scenario  and  will  not  be  exceeded. 

24  2,  The  Air  Fwoe  does  not  view  use  of  the  area  as  being  any  more  or  less 
restrictive  in  any  sense  of  the  word.  The  only  difference  is  that  training 
flights  using  the  area  will  be  permitted  to  fly  faster.  This  action  has  no 
impact  on  airways  outside  of  the  existing  MOA. 

241,  See  response  39.  The  other  actions  occurring  within  the  State  of  Nevada 
are  separate,  distinct  actions.  The  Gandy  Range  does  not  impact  any  of  the 
other  actions  referenced  and,  therefore,  does  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative 
impact. 

244.  The  referenced  study  included  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  areas.  The  Air 
Force  feels  that  the  data  extrapolated  from  this  study  can  be  applied  with 
confidence  to  the  Gandy  MOA. 

245.  Comment  noted,  we  can  neither  confirm  nor  deny  this  contention. 

However,  tne  frequency  of  sonic  booms  is  not  such  that  it  would  normally 
impact  the  film  industry. 

246.  Recreational  use  and  tourism  is  taken  into  account  in  the  DEIS. 

Reference  3, 1.5. 4  and  3, 1.5, 5  of  the  F5IG. 

247.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  methodology  employed  and  the  correlations  used 
are  proper  and  can  be  confidently  applied. 

248.  Comment  noted.  Public  hearings  are  only  one  method  of  soliciting 
comments  and  they  are  not  specifically  required  by  NEPA.  After  receiving  many 
requests  from  the  public,  public  hearings  were  scheduled  to  solicit  additional 
comments  from  the  effected  public. 

249.  The  Air  Force  recognizes  the  contribution  to  national  defense  made  by 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Utah. 

250.  The  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  are  seriously  considered  in  the 
FE IS  and  represent  true  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  If  the  airspace 
was  not.  available,  there  would  be  serious  degradation  to  the  training  of 
pilots.  All  other  available  airspace  for  air-to-air  supersonic  combat 
training  is  either  outside  of  the  distance  criteria  or  is  being  used  at  near 
maximum  capacity. 

251.  The  Air  Force  feels  that  the  impacts  on  humans  and  wildlife  have  been 
adequately  assessed.  Also  see  responses  6,  32,  36,  and  84. 
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252.  The  economic  impacts  ate  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS;  reference 
section  4,4  of  the  FEIS. 

253.  Reference  4. 3. 2.1  of  the  FEIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  potential 
Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

254.  The  noise  impacts  from  sonic  booms  is  not  considered  a  "small  matter"  by 
the  Air  Force.  Although  no  significant  impact  is  anticipated,  this  subject 
provided  the  basis  for  the  preparation  of  the  EIS. 

255.  The  Air  Force's  position  is  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  no 
significant  impact  on  the  statewide  or  regional  utilization  of  airspace.  The 
proposal  neither  classified  additional  airspace  as  “restricted*  nor  moves 
military  operations  to  airspace  not  already  designated  for  that  purpose.  The 
Air  Force  is  simply  requesting  to  go  faster  in  airspace  it  already  uses ,  and 
the  only  adverse  impact  associated  with  the  proposal  is  due  to  the  generation 
of  sonic  booms  which  create  a  localized  concern. 

256.  The  Air  Force  does  not  consider  these  alternatives  infeasible.  They 
are,  for  many  reasons  fully  discussed  in  the  document,  less  attractive.  These 
alternatives  are  given  serious  consideration  by  the  Air  Force  and  represent 
true  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 

257.  Although  the  size  of  the  area  wnere  the  pilots  may  be  called  to  carry 
out  their  duties  in  a  wartime  environment  may  vary,  the  size  and  location  of 
their  training  area  must  be  such  as  to  give  them  experience  in  all  of  the 
possible  environments  they  may  encounter. 

258.  The  1977  EIS  did  underestimate  future  requirements,  but  it  wan  based 
upon  the  best  information  available  at  that  time. 

259.  The  general  consensus  of  the  scientific  community  is  that  there  are  no 
anticipated  long-term  health  effects  associated  with  this  proposal.  The  Air 
Force  feels,  based  on  the  best  information  available,  that  this  is  an  adequate 
and  accurate  evaluation.  Also  see  responses  6,  32,  36,  and  37. 

260.  This  section  is  accurate  and  does  not  imply  that  scattered  grasses  ate 
unsuitable  for  grazing. 

261.  Mining  is  important  to  this  area;  however,  we  have  seen  nothing  to 
indicate  that  an  increase  in  importance  is  probable. 

262.  The  Air  Force  maintains  that  Mach  1.3  is  the  highest  anticipated  speed 
within  the  Gandy  MOA  and  that  Mach  1.1  is  the  best  average  for  the  occasional 
excursions  into  supersonic  flight  that  will  occur  there. 

263.  These  areas  are  already  fully  scheduled.  Reference  2.2  of  the  FEIS. 

264.  We  are  unable  to  determine  whether  the  commentor  is  referring  to 
restricted  airspace,  MOAs,  airspace  that  is  occasionally  flown,  and  from  what 
point  in  time.  We  are  unable  to  generate  a  response  without  additional 

cl  ari  f  i.  cat  i  on. 
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265.  This  proposal  does  not  propose  a  taking.  It  simply  proposes  to  permit 
pilots  to  fly  faster  in  airspace  they  already  utilize.  The  study  referenced 
in  4.4  of  the  FEIS  indicates  theie  should  he  no  significant  impact  on  land  and 
property  values. 

266.  This  comment  grossly  overstates  the  probability  of  a  focus  boom.  The 
probability  is  0.003  that  any  one  location  will  experience  a  focus  boom.  The 
factor  is  2.5  greater  than  a  carpet  boom,  not  12. 

267.  The  commentor  is  probably  referring  to  an  incident  that  occurred  during 

a  study  in  i960  at  Tonopah,  Nevada.  A  windshield  was  blown  out,  but  the  flying 
operations  involved  consisted  of  aircraft  at  supersonic  speeds  at  extremely  low 
elevations.  Ground  level  overpressures  were  generated  that  are  at  least  ten 
times  greater  than  what  is  expected  under  this  proposal. 

268.  Air  Force  pilots  are  among  the  most  professional  and  highly  trained 
pilots  in  the  world.  Air-to-air  training  breaks  off  at  5,000  feet.  Within  the 
HUS  Arena,  pilots  are  instructed  to  break  off  the  engagement  as  this  altitude 
is  reached. 

269.  Comment  noted.  The  anticipated  sound  levels  from  this  proposed  action 
are  far  below  the  90  decibel  levels  reported  to  be  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  an  airport.  The  hazard  level  for  industrial  workers  is  a  90  dBA  ncise 
exposure  for  eight  continuous  hours  per  day,  or  its  equivalent  in  time  and 
intensity.  This  should  not  be  compared  to  average  values  of  sound  levels  at  a 
MOA  because  neither  time  not  intensity  characteristics  are  similar. 

270.  This  proposal  involves  no  additional  restricted  airspace.  The 
publication  referenced  apparently  dealt  with  two  separate  and  distinct 
proposals  that  involve  some  of  the  same  airspace. 

271.  The  maximum  expected  airspeed  for  the  F-16  in  air-to-air  combat  training 
is  1.3  Mach.  Regardless  of  the  duration,  the  ability  to  train  above  Mach  1  is 
extremely  important  to  ensure  pilot  proficiency. 

272.  See  response  1.  Population  figures  were  extrapolated  from  census  data 
and  inquiries  made  to  other  Federal  agencies.  Census  data  is  not  available 
for  most  of  the  Gandy  MOA,  many  areas  are  listed  as  unpopulated. 

273.  In  the  event  that  damage  results  from  sonic  booms  or  similar  aircraft 
activities,  Air  Force  Regulations  provide  for  payment  of  actual  damages  caused 
by  tne  aircraft  activities.  For  example,  the  actual  replacement  cost  for  a 
broken  window  would  be  paid.  The  Air  Force  is  not  allowed  to  pay  for 
“Inconvenience*  claims.  Under  established  claims  procedures,  claims  are 
submitted  to  the  nearest  Air  Force  Claims  facility  (in  the  case  for  the  Gandy 
Extension,  this  would  be  Hill  Air  Force  Rase,  Utah)  where  the  claim  is 
investigated.  Depending  upon  the  amount  of  the  claim,  it  is  adjudicated 
either  at  the  base  or  is  forwarded  to  Washington  DC  for  adjudication  by  Air 
Force  Headquarters.  In  the  event  the  claimant  is  not  satisfied  with  the 
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adjudication,  suit  may  be  brought  in  the  appropriate  Federal  District  Court 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act  (28  USC  1346  (h),  2402, 
2671,  2672,  2674  ,  2680).  Also  see  response  80. 

274.  The  community  of  Ely  is  not  within  the  area  of  anticipated  impact  from 
the  proposed  action. 

276.  Reference  2.2.1  of  the  FEIS. 

276.  The  Air  Force  conducts  its  own  search  and  rescues. 

277.  No  impact  on  your  operations  is  anticipated. 

278.  There  are  empirical  equations  that  can  be  used  to  calculate  the  lateral 
extent  of  sonic  boom  overpressure j .  Equations  of  this  type  were  used  to 
generate  the  numbers  in  Table  2  of  Appendix  B  of  the  FEIS.  This  appendix  also 
provides  a  discussion  on  these  calculations.  Referring  to  Table  2,  the 
"Cutoff  Distance"  is  the  maximum  horizontal  distance  from  a  point  on  the  ground 
directly  oeneath  the  aircraft  that  the  boom  or  overpressure  will  travel. 

Section  4.1  of  the  FEIS  discusses  the  cutoff  phenomenon.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  empirical  equations  are  based  on  a  homogenous  atmosphere.  Atmospheric 
variations  will  have  some  effect  on  the  magnitude  of  sonic  boom  overpressure. 

7.79.  The  annoyance  factor  is  addressed  in  4.2.1  of  the  FEIS. 

280.  The  restricted  airspace  R6407  was  designated  by  PAA  as  restricted  from 
surface  to  FL  680  (approximately  58,000  feet  MSL)  before  section  694. b  was 
included  in  the  referenced  document  (DOT  FAA  7400. 2B) .  Also,  the  Alt  Force  is 
presently  trying  to  establish  Memorandums  of  Understanding  with  individuals 
who  have  a  legitimate  need  to  use  the  restricted  airspace. 

281.  The  flights  referred  to  were  studied  to  obtain  information  on  the  amount 
and  location  of  airspace  used  during  air-to-air  maneuvers,  the  altitudes,  the 
speeds,  durations  of  supersonic  flight,  and  the  influence  of  the  cutoff 
phenomenon  on  limiting  booms  that  actually  reach  the  ground.  The  Air  Force 
feels  the  number  of  flights  studied  adequately  represented  this  type  flying 
operation.  However,  the  Air  Force  does  plan  to  further  study  UTTR  operations. 
See  response  47  in  regard  to  focus  booms  that  may  be  generated  from  non- 
stiaight  and  level  flight.  Finally,  although  the  aircraft  may  have  the 
capability  to  meet  or  exceed  speeds  of  Mach  2,  these  speeds  are  not  in  the 
normal  performance  envelope  for  aircraft  engaged  in  air-to-air  combat 
maneuvers. 

282.  Ideally,  airspace  within  100  nautical  miles  would  be  preferred. 

However,  modifications  to  the  F-16  have  increased  the  operating  range  to  200 
nm.  This  is  only  one  of  a  number  of  factors  which  were  used  to  evaluate  the 
alternatives.  The  Gandy  Range  is  considered  to  be  the  maximum  distance  away 
and  still  be  practical  for  daily  air-to-air  sorties, 

283.  Section  2.2.1  of  the  FEIS  identifies  the  selection  criteria  used  to 
evaluate  the  alternative  locations  for  supersonic  flight  airspace.  The 


